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described in Chapter 1, Inplementation of the Decision, in the draft EIS.
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preparation of the final environmental inpact statement. The comment period
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district office, 1000 Ninth St. S. in Lakeview, Oregon. Prior to the public
hearing, BLM staff wll answer questions concerning the draft ETS at an
infornmal neeting to be held at 7:30 p.m, June 4, 1981, at the Lakeview
District Ofice.

This draft may be incorporated into the final EIS by reference only. The
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LAKEVIEW PROPOSED GRAZI NG MANAGEMENT

Draft (x) Final () Environmental |npact Statenent
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Managenent

1. Type of Action: Adnministrative (x) Legislative ()

2. Abstract: The Bureau of Land Management proposes to inplenent |ivestock
grazi ng managenment on 3,342,026 acres of public land in south central Oregon.
G azi ng nanagenent is proposed on 3,199,842 acres (185 allotments), unalloted
status on 137,844 acres and elim nation of |ivestock grazing on 4,340 acres
(2 allotments). Inplenentation of the proposed action includes allocation of
vegetation to livestock, wld horses, wldlife and nonconsunptive uses;
establ i shment of grazing systems; and construction of range inprovenents.
Vegetation condition would inprove and forage production would increase.
Overal |l watershed conditions would inprove. Bi g ganme popul ations are not
expected to change. The numbers of upland gane birds and fish would
increase. There would be an initial decrease in allocation to |ivestock of
9,544 animal unit nmonths (AUMs) in 17 allotnments and an increase of 2,382

AUMs in 21 allotments for a net decrease of 4 percent. In the short term
one operator would have |osses exceeding 10 percent of annual forage
requi rements under the proposed action. Direct and indirect comunity

personal income would be increased by approximtely $41,000 annually in the
short term and $581, 000 over existing conditions in the long term

3. Aternatives Analyzed:

No Action

Elimnate Livestock G azing

Optimize Livestock Gazing

Optimize WId Horse Numbers of Existing Herd Units
Optimize Wldlife and Nonconsunptive Uses

®oo oo

4. Draft statement nade available to EPA and the public late April 1981. The
comrent period will be 60 days beginning after the draft is filed with the
Environnental Protection Agency and the Notice of Availability is published
in the Federal Register. This notice is anticipated in April, 1981.

5. For further information contact:

Gerry Fullerton, EIS Team Leader
Bureau of Land Managenent

Oregon State Ofice

P.O Box 2965 (729 N.E. Oegon St.)
Portland, Oregon 97208

Tel ephone: (503) 231-6951
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1. No Action - Under this alternative, there would be no change from present
managenent conditions, The existing forage production would be allocated to
wildlife (166,454 AUMs) and wildlife (10,916 AUMs). No additional range
i mprovenent projects or grazing systens woul d be undertaken.

2. Eliminate Livestock Grazing - This alternative would elimnate all
authorized livestock grazing fromall public lands except trailing use. No
range inprovenents would be constructed.

3. Optimze Livestock Grazing - In the long term this alternative would
provide 127,494 AUMs nore than the proposed action frominplenentation of the
following additional inprovements: 362,948 acres seeding, 943,941 acres brush
control, 3,070 acres juniper control, 2 mles of fence, 14 springs, 14 wells,

26 mles of pipeline, 102 reservoirs and 10 waterhol es. The two wild horse
herds woul d be managed at 30 ani mals each. Al riparian areas except those
from which livestock are presently excluded would be grazed. The initial

al l ocation of forage production would be the sane as that under the proposed
action. The anticipated future forage producti on of 384,621 AUMs woul d be
allocated to livestock (350,442 AuMs), wildlife (33,232 AUMs), wild horses
(720 AUMs), and nonconsunptive uses (227 AUMs).

4, Optimze WId Horse Nunbers of Existing Herd Units - This alternative is
the same as the proposed action except in the two wild horse herd nanagenent
ar eas. In the long term this alternative would allocate 44,384 AUMs | ess
for livestock than the proposed action by elimnating livestock grazing in
the two herd areas and allocating vegetation for a maxinum of 2,100 wild
hor ses.

5. Optinmize Wldlife and Nonconsunptive Uses - In the long term this
alternative would provide 22,135 AUMs | ess for livestock than the proposed
action by elinmnating livestock from riparian and wetland areas, 19,500 acres
of crucial deer winter range and 26,000 acres of bighorn sheep seasonal and
mgratory ranges; limting utilization of key species to 40 percent in
pastures having a soil surface factor of 41 or nobre; and nanagi ng the two
wild horse herds at 30 animals each.

ENVI RONVENTAL  CONSEQUENCES
Veget ation

The vegetation allocation, grazing systens and range inprovenents under the
proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 4 would increase the species
conposition of key plant species and thus increase forage production and
residual ground cover, and inprove range condition. The 40 percent
utilization of key species under Alternative 5 and no grazing under
Alternative 2 would also lead to increases in forage production, ground cover
and range condition. Decreases in these vegetative characteristics woul d
occur on allotments that are overstocked under Alternative 1. Fenci ng
riparian areas under the proposed action and Alternatives 4 and 5, and
elimnation of grazing under Aternative 2 would significantly inprove the
condition of riparian vegetation. The standard procedures and design
el enents would prevent inpacts to proposed threatened and endangered plants
from construction of range inprovenents.
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SUMMARY

This envi ronment al  inpact statement (EIS) describes and analyzes the
environmental inpacts of inplementing a livestock grazing nanagenment program
in the Lakeview District in south central Oregon. The proposed action,

devel oped through the Bureau planning systemusing public input, is the
preferred alt ernat ive. Five other alternatives are also described and
anal yzed for environnment al inpact s.

The proposed action consists of range inprovenents, vegetation allocation and
i mpl ementation of grazing managenent on 185 allotments covering 3,199,842
acres of public land, continued unallotted status(no authorized |ivestock
grazing) on 137,844 acres and elimnation of |ivestock grazing on two
allotnents covering 4,340 acres.

The purpose of the proposed action is to inplement planning decisions needed
for management, protect ion and enhancenment of the rangeland resources. The
proposal would cover a 20-year period; 10 years for inplenentation and 10
additional years to achieve objectives.

Under the proposed act ion, the existing forage production of 183,187 AUMs
woul d be allocated to livestock (159,292 AUMs), wildlife (15,319 AUMs), wild

horses (3,420 AUMs) ancThe s €5,1% AUMs)i 0O n t o
livestock constitutes fa & percent reduction)from :he 1979 active preference
of 166, 454 AUMs. ~

<

Li vestock grazing would be reduced initially by 9,544 AUMs in 17 allotments.
These reductions range from 2 to 3,488 AUMs. Livestock grazing would be
increased by 2,382 AUMs in 21 allotments. These increases range from1 to
355 AUMs by individual allotnent. In the long term inplement at ion of
grazing systens and range inprovement s would result in future forage
production of 248,022 AUMs. It is anticipated that this would be allocated
to livestock (222,948 AUMs), wildlife (21,076 AUMs), wildhorses (3,420 AUMs),
and nonconsunptive uses (578 AUMs).

Spring grazing would be inplemented on 144,602 acres, spring/sunmer grazing
on 136,650 acres, spring/fall grazing on 12,991 acres, deferred grazing on
89,669 acres, deferred rotation grazing on 169,205 acres, rotation grazing on
72,234 acres, rest rotation grazing on 3,208,471 acres and winter grazing on
311, 010 acres.

Proposed range inprovenents include 147 reservoirs, 18 springs, 28 wells, 135
wat erholes, 103.8 miles of pipeline, 427.7 nmiles of fence and 71 guzzlers.
Vegetation manipulation is proposed for 266,486 acres and would consist of
brush control on 61,748 acres and preparation for seeding on 202,868 acres by
spraying 2,4-D herbicide, burning or chaining; seeding 202,868 acres; and
juniper control on 1,870 acres.

Five alternatives to the proposed act ion were anal yzed:
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Soil's

The increase in residual ground cover would reduce soil erosion under the
proposed act ion and Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5. Erosion would increase on
allotnents that are overstocked wunder Alt ernat ive 1. El i m nati on of
livestock grazing under Alternative 2 would decrease streambank erosion on
102.2 stream miles. Fencing of riparian areas and the rest rotation, spring
and rotation grazing systens would decrease streambank erosion on 93.0 stream
mles under the proposed act ion and Alternative 4, 85.8 niles under
Alternative 3, 100.6 miles wunder Alternative 5 and 71.1 mles under
Alternative 1. Burning as a method of vegetative manipulation would lead to
wi nd erosion on 5,760 acres of sandy and ashey soils under the proposed
act ion, 12,000 acres under Alternative 3, 3,560 acres under Alternative 4
and 10,560 acres under Alternative 5.

Wt er

Construct ion of range inprovenents would cause short-term increases in
sedinment yield of less than 2 percent under the proposed action and
Alternatives 4 and 5, and 4.5 percent under Aternative 3. In the long term
the increase in residual ground cover would reduce sedinent vyield. Runof f
woul d decrease slightly under Alternative 2 and would remain the same under
the proposed act ion and the other alternatives.

Wldlife

Under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, trend on 17,000 acres
of crucial deer winter range and 5,000 acres of crucial antelope range woul d
decline due to forage conpetition between big ganme and |ivestock caused by
early livestock turnout dates. An additional 159,000 acres of crucial range
would decline under Alternative 3 due to vegetative manipulation.
Approxi mately 234,000 acres woul d decline fromvegetation stagnation in
Alternative 2. No substantial inpacts to big game popul ati ons are expected
under the proposed action or any alternatives. Fish and wildlife habitat
condition in all riparian areas and wetlands would inprove with Alternatives
2 and 5 and 20 percent would inmprove with the proposed action and Alternative
4, The condition would not change for the remaining riparian areas and
wet | ands under the proposed act ion and Alternatives 1, 3 and 4. Veget ati on
mani pul ati on woul d reduce cover, thus resulting in decreased popul ati ons of

small mammals, birds and reptiles. This reduction in cover would be in
direct relationship to the magnitude of manipul ati on under each alternative.
The standard procedures and design elements would prevent inpacts to

threatened and endangered animals from construction of range inprovenents.
Recreation

Inplenent at ion of Alternative 1 would have no ef fect on |ong-term projected
visitor use. Alternative 2 would result in visitor use increases in nost
activities. Under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5,
recreational use reductions or increases associated with certain activities
woul d occur in speci fic localities.
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Cul tural Resources

The grazing systems and/or range inprovenments in the proposed act ion and
Alternatives 1, 3, 4 and 5 could disturb unidentified cultural sites and the
integrity of sone known sites.

Vi sual Resources

The grazing systens and range inprovenents would create visual contrasts
under the proposed act ion and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, but in the long term
visual quality would inprove as range condition inproves. Under Alternative
1, visual contrast would not increase over that under the existing situation.
The elimnation of grazing under Alternative 2 would inprove visual quality.

WId Horses

The construction of range inprovement s under the proposed act ion and
Alternatives 3 and 5 woul d cause a short-term di sturbance to the horses.
WI!ld horses would be allowed to increase to 2,100 head under Alternative 4,
woul d be 360 head under the proposed action and Alternatives 1 and 2, and
woul d be reduced to 60 head under Alternatives 3 and 5.

Areas of Critical Environnental Concern

O those two areas proposed for ACEC designation, the Lost Forest woul d be
adversely inpacted by 2,400 acres of spraying for brush control under
At ernat ive 3.

Special Areas

Under the proposed action and Alternatives 4 and 5, slight inpacts would
occur to the relatively undisturbed nature of the Warner Valley potential
Nat ional Natural Landnmark. Under Al't ernat ive 3, the additional range
i mprovenents above the proposed action would result in addit ional adverse
impacts in Warner Valley.

Soci oeconom CS

One operator would lose public forage exceeding 10 percent of total annual
forage requirenents in the short term under the proposed action. No change
woul d occur under Alternative 1. Under the other alternatives, a maxi num of
five operators would |ose nore than 10 percent of their annual requirenents
except Alternative 2 under which 67 operators would experience such |osses.

In the long term the nunber of operators having |osses greater than 10
percent of annual forage requirements would remain the same as the short term
for the proposed act ion and Alternatives 2 and 4, and would be reduced for
Al ternatives 3 and 5. Wth the exception of Alternative 2, not nore than
three operators would have forage |osses greater than 10 percent of
requirenents.
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Personal income in the short termunder the proposed action would be
increased by $1.0 nmillion annually during the construction period. Per sonal
i ncome woul d be reduced by $1.2 nillion annually under Alternative 2, but it
woul d be increased under every other alternative except Alternative 1 (No
Change ) . In the long term personal incone under the proposed action would
be increased $588,000 annually.

Under Alternative 2, the loss occurring in the short termwould be continued
inthe long term For the other alternatives, personal income would be
increased (with the exception of Alternative 1 which would cause no change)
by an amount rangi ng from $216, 000 to $1,550,000 annual | y.
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PURPOSE AND NEED

This environnental inmpact statement (EIS) anal yzes the inpacts of inplenent-
ing a livestock grazing nanagenent program on public |ands adm nistered by
the BLMin the Lakeview District in south central Oregon, referred to as the
Lakeview EI S area (see Figure |-1, folded maps inside back cover).

The Bureau of Land Managenent (BLM is responsible for managenent of Iive-
stock grazing use on public lands in a manner that would maintain or inprove
the public land resources including soil, water, vegetation and wildlife
habitat. The Bureau's principal authority and direction to nmanage | ands are
found in the Taylor Gazing Act of 1934, Federal Land Policy and Managenent
Act of 1976 (FLPMA) and Public Rangel ands |nprovenment Act of 1978.

The purpose of the proposed action is to inplenment planning decisions needed
for managenent, protection and enhancenent of the rangel and resources.
G azing managenent consisting of grazing systems and inprovenents woul d
provide for maintenance and inprovenent of vegetation.

The proposed action is a livestock grazing program consisting of vegetation
al location and inplenentation of grazing systems and range inprovenent
proj ects. This action is needed to maintain or inprove conditions. Range
condition on 738,970 acres is poor, on 1,773,713 acres is fair and on 596, 154
acres is good. Approxinmately 46 percent of the watershed is in the stable or
slight erosion condition class, 50 percent in the noderate erosion condition
class and 4 percent in the critical and/or severe erosion condition class.
Streamside wildlife habitat is in poor condition along 16 mles (15
percent), fair condition along 34 nmiles (32 percent), good condition along 4
mles (4 percent) and unknown condition along 52 miles (49 percent).

In addition to the proposed action, five alternatives will be analyzed: No

Action, Elinmnate Livestock Gazing, Optimze Livestock Gazing, Optimze
WIld Horses, and Optimze WIldlife and Nonconsunptive Uses.

The proposed action is the preferred alternative and was devel oped t hrough
the Bureau Planning System using public input. Significant land and resource
use alternatives considered during the planning process which would affect

the rangel and resources are addressed in the alternatives analyzed in this
El S.

The significant issues and alternatives were defined after and as a result of
a public scoping neeting in Lakeview, Oregon. See Appendix A for discussion
of the relevance of other proposed alternatives.

The EIS, along with additional data, wll provide the decisionmaker with
information to select a management program considering resource conditions as
wel | as social and econom ¢ inpacts.
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CHAPTER 1 DESCRI PTION OF THE PROPCSED ACTI ON AND ALTERNATI VES

The proposed action and alternatives would directly involve 3,342,026 acres

of public land. There are an additional 13,019 acres of other Federal |and,
11,449 acres of State |and and 266, 604 acres of private land within the
allotments (as shown in Figure |-1).

Grazing nmanagenent is proposed for 187 allotnments on 3,204,182 acres of
public land in the Lakeview District. Mbst al |l ot ment-specific data are
di spl ayed in tables in Appendix B. In the Proposed Action and all alterna-
tives unallotted status (no authorized grazing) would be continued on 137,844
acres of public lands as shown on Figure |-1. Gazing would be discontinued
in Allotnments 714 and 1307 on 4,340 acres of public lands resulting in
unal lotted status. No range inprovenents, allocations or grazing systens are
planned on the unallotted lands. Unallotted status would be continued until
an application for grazing of these lands is approved. Further environnental
assessment would be required prior to authorizing grazing on these |ands

In addition to the proposed action, five alternatives are analyzed in this
docunent :

Alternative 1 No Action (No Action)

Alternative 2 Elimnate Livestock Grazing (Elim Lvstk.)

Alternative 3 Optim ze Livestock Grazing (Opt. Lvstk.)

Alternative 4 Optimize WId Horse Nunmbers in Existing Herds (Opt.
Hor ses)

Alternative 5 Optinmize Wlidlife and Nonconsunmptive Uses (Qpt. O her)

The alternatives differ fromthe proposed action in three ways: (1) the

al l ocation of vegetation, (2) the types of grazing systems to be applied and
(3) the kind and anpunt of range inprovenents to be constructed. The section
in this chapter titled Conponents of the Proposed Action and Alternatives
describes these three elements. Table |-l summarizes the conponents of the

proposed action and alternatives
PROPOSED ACTI ON
The general objectives of the proposed action are to:

- Inprove or maintain riparian vegetation on 694 acres and wetland wildlife
habitat on 12,696 acres by use of grazing systenms, restrictive use or by
exclusion of livestock grazing

- I mprove instream water quality by inplenentation of |ivestock management
(exclusions and/or grazing systens).

- Provide forage for wildlife by initially allocating 15,319 AUMs of
livestock forage and an additional 5,757 AUMs in the long termto nmeet O egon
Department of Fish and WIdlife management objectives
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Anticipated Long-Term
Vegetation Allocation
(AuMs) 1/

Wlidlife

W!ld Horses
Nonconsunpt i ve
Li vest ock

(razing Systens (acres)

Spring

Spri ng/ Summer
Spring/ Fal |

Def erred

Deferred Rotation
Rot at i on

Rest Rotation

W nt er

Excl usi on

Federal Range Fenced
Non- Use

Unal | otted

Proposed
Range | nprovenents

Fence (mles)
Spring (each)
Pi peline (nmles)
Vel ls (each)
Quzzl er (each)
Reservoir (each)
Wt erhol e (each)
Veget ati on Mani pul ation
(total acres)
Spray/seed (acres)
Burn/seed (acres)
Chai n/ seed (acres)
Brush Control/
Spray (acres)
Brush Control/
Burn (acres)
Brush Control/
Chain (acres)
Juni per Control
(acres)

Table |-1 Summary of Conponents
No Elimnate Optinize Optimize  Optinize
Proposed Action Li vest ock Li vestock Horses Ot hers
Action Alt. 12/ At. 2 At. 3 At. 4 At. 5
21,076 13,172 15, 319 33,232 19, 720 31, 488
3,420 0 3,420 720 25,200 720
578 0 164, 448 227 7,733 14,990
222,948 166, 454 0 350, 442 178, 564 200, 813
144, 602 99, 864 0 144,612 39,412 143, 622
136,650 1,373,752 0 136, 750 84, 863 132,124
12,991 21, 237 0 13,011 12,991 12,991
89, 669 96, 956 0 89, 789 89, 669 85, 957
169, 205 17,958 0 169, 205 145, 679 167, 625
72,234 121, 899 0 72,234 72,234 71,734
2,208,471 1,067,212 0 2,209,177 1,673,912 2,145,809
311,010 328,543 0 311,010 311, 010 309, 530
16, 602 4,746 3,204,182 15, 646 731, 664 94, 640
23,529 22,929 0 23,529 23,529 20,931
19, 219 49, 086 0 19, 219 19, 219 19, 219
137, 844 137, 844 137, 844 137, 844 137, 844 137, 844
427.7 0 0 429.7 319.7 613.7
18 0 0 32 18 18
103.8 0 0 129.8 83.8 103.8
28 0 0 42 27 28
71 0 0 71 71 71
147 0 0 249 105 147
135 0 0 145 135 135
266, 486 0 0 1,576,445 190, 886 266, 486
110, 618 0 0 344, 653 80, 218 44, 356
84,730 0 0 194,673 72,530 150, 992
7,520 0 0 26, 490 5,760 7,520
33,320 0 0 778,560 11, 320 0
28,323 0 0 226, 919 19, 083 61, 643
105 0 0 210 105 105
1,870 0 0 4,940 1,870 1,870

1/ Long-term vegetation allocation for Alternatives 1 and 2 has not been projected;

therefore,

the short-term aHocation is shown.

2/ Alternative 1 displays data for the existing situation except for range

i mprovenents.
pr ef erence.
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~ Maintain 160 to 360 wild horses in two herd managenent areas by allocating
3,420 AuMs of |ivestock forage.

- Reduce erosion by inproving range condition.

- Increase long-termvegetation allocation to livestock fromthe proposed
initial al location of 159,292 to 222,948 AUMs by increasing forage
producti on.

Proposed Vegetation Allocation

Initially, the proposal would allocate the present |ivestock forage produc-
tion of 183,187 AUMs to: livestock (159,292), wild horses (3,420), wildlife
(15, 319) and nonconsunptive uses (5,156). This is a reduction of 4.3 percent
or 7,162 AUMs in livestock use fromthe 1979 authorized use of 166,454 AUMs.
The existing livestock grazing (1979 active preference) and proposed veget a-
tion allocation by allotnent are shown in Appendix B, Table B-1. Presently
there are 13,172 AUMs allocated to wildlife and none to wild horses.

Gazing in 21 allotnents would be increased by a total of 2,382 AUMs.
Gazing in 17 allotments would be reduced by a total of 9,544 AUMs. The
proposed increases are the result of successful land treatnents and/or past
management . The downward adjustnents in |livestock use are proposed to
bal ance |ivestock grazing and other resource needs with the present usable
forage production as shown in Appendix B, Table B-I.

Over the 10-year period following full inplenentation, the proposed action is
expected to increase annual forage production by 64,835 AUMs. For the
purpose of inpact analysis, it is assuned that the increased forage produc-
tion will be allocated to livestock and wildlife at the same proportion as
the proposed allocation shown in Appendix B, Table B-I. For the three
resource areas, these proportions would be:

Per cent Per cent
Li vest ock Wlidlife
Lost River 84 16
Hi gh Desert 88 12
Warner Lakes 93 7

Al location of conpetitive forage for wild horses and nonconsunptive uses is
projected to remain at the same |evel as shown in Appendix B, Table B-I.
Actual decisions on the allocation of increased forage will not be nade until
the forage is produced and all needs at that time are considered through the
Bureau planning system

(Grazing Systens

Exi sting and proposed grazing systems by allotnent are shown in Appendix B,
Tabl e B-2. See Conponents of the Proposed Action and Alternatives section
for a detailed description of each grazing system
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Exclusion of livestock grazing is proposed for several areas sunmarized in
Table 1-2. Figure 1-2 shows the location of these exclusion areas. Mst of
the exclusion is proposed in order to inprove the wildlife habitat condition
of riparian areas and wetl ands. Exclusion is proposed on one all otnent
(1307) in order to protect a population of the plant species Eriogonum
proci duum a plant under review by the Fish and Wldlife Service for listing
as threatened or endangered status. Al lotnent 714 receives very little
grazing due to lack of livestock water. The grazing preference would be
transferred to Allotment 716.

Table 1-2 Livestock Exclusion Areas

Existing 1/ Pr oposed Tot al
Nunber Acres Nunber Acres Nunber Acr es
Stream (mles) 17.0 1,849 10.7 683 27.7 2,532
Springs (each) 91 82 1 3 92 85
Reservoirs (each) 7 2,236 1 160 8 2,396
O her (each) 2/ 23 579 5 11, 010 28 11, 589
Tot al 4,746 11, 856 16, 602

1/ Al exclusion areas anticipated as being conpleted Spring 1981 have been
shown as existing in this table and Figure |-2.

2/ Oher includes study plots, air strips, T& plant areas, Fossil Lake,
etc.

Tenmporary exclusion or restrictive use is proposed for several areas in the
Lost River Resource Area and one area in the H gh Desert Resource Area (see
Figure [-2).

On 1,720 acres in the Lost River Resource Area, |ivestock would be excluded
by fencing for 3-5 years or until the riparian vegetation inproves to good
condition. The areas would renmain fenced from the bal ance of the pasture for
l'ivestock control. After the desired inprovenment is obtained, |ivestock
grazing would be allowed in the restricted area at the sane tinme as the
pasture in which it is |ocated. However, because livestock tend to concen-
trate on these sites, the desired degree of utilization would occur earlier
on these sites than in the surrounding pasture. Therefore, when the desired
degree of utilization occurs within the restrictive areas, |ivestock would be
removed. At no time would utilization of key species be allowed to exceed 50
percent within the restrictive areas.

In the High Desert Resource Area, 12 riparian acres along Upper Bridge Creek
woul d be fenced to restrict |ivestock grazing. Li vestock grazing would be
all oned every other year during the nonth of QOctober. Herbaceous key species
woul d be heavily utilized during this period.
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Several allotments are proposed to be conmbined in order to facilitate grazing
managenent.  These conbinations are:

400 Paisley Common and 417 C&J Use Area

404 WIlow Creek and 405 East O over Flat

412 Fir Tinber Butte and 413 MII Creek

705 Oatman Flat and 715 Connelly Hlls

711 South Hayes Butte and 912 East Hayes Butte

876 Bear Valley, 889 Tinber Hill, 890 WIlow Valley and 891 WI | ow
Val | ey Chai ni ng

836 Harpold Chai ning and 837 Bryant-Horton

856 Bryant-Stastny, 857 Bryant-Taylor and 895 Harpold Canyon

831 Warlow, 833 Bryant-Johnson and 839 Bryant-Loveness.

Range | nprovenents

Additional range inprovenments are usually needed to inplenent intensive
grazi ng managenent. Exact nunbers of inprovenments have not been detern ned.
However, Appendix B, Table B-3, presents an approxinmate nunber and type of
wat er devel opnent, miles of fence and acres of vegetation manipul ati on needed
to inplement the proposed grazing systens. In the long term inplenmentation
of vegetation manipulation projects would produce an additional 46,420 AUMs
and inplenmentation of the proposed grazing nanagenent would result in an
addi tional 18,302 AuMs of forage.

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTI ON

This alternative constitutes a continuation of the present situation. There
woul d be no change from present managenent conditions. Grazing permts and
| eases would continue to be issued at present levels of use. As shown in
Appendi x B, Table B-4, the vegetation allocation would continue at the
present level (shown in Appendix B, Table B-1) of 166,454 AuMs for |ivestock
and 13,813 AUMs for wildlife. For purposes of inpact analysis, it is assumed
that no additional range inprovenent projects would be undertaken or
addi tional intensive grazing managenment inplenented. By periodic control
nmeasures as described in the WIdhorse Herd Managenent Plans, wld horse
nunbers woul d be naintained at 60-110 head in the Paisley Herd Managenent
Area and 100-250 head in the Beatys Butte Herd Managenent area. No specific
vegetation allocation would be nade for wild horses.

ALTERNATI VE 2 - ELI M NATE LI VESTOCK GRAZI NG

This alternative would elimnate all authorized |ivestock grazing on public
| ands admi ni stered by BLM except trailing use. Donestic livestock trailing
permits would continue to be issued when necessary to allow |ivestock
nmovenent to or fromprivate and State |lands and | ands administered by other
Federal agenci es. The wild horse herds would be allocated 3,420 AUMs to
mai ntain the same levels of horses as in the proposed action (100-250 in
Beatys Butte herd and 60-110 in Paisley herd).



Timber, wildlife, mnerals, soil, water and recreation resources woul d be
managed in accordance with the proposed Managenent Franmework Pl ans (MFPs).

To achieve conplete elimnation of livestock grazing on public |ands, an
undet ermi ned anount of fencing may be required to fence private and State
lands. Wile existing range inprovenents on public lands would be left in
place, only those benefiting other resource values would be maintained. No
range inprovenments would be constructed.

ALTERNATIVE 3 = OPTIM ZE LIVESTOCK GRAZI NG

The objective of this alternative would be to allocate a high level of forage
to livestock while mintaining or inproving range conditions. See Appendi x
B, Table B-4, for anticipated long-term vegetation allocation. Veget ati on
allocation to wildlife and livestock would be at the same proportion as in
the proposed action.

In the long term this alternative would provide 127,494 additional AUMs
above the proposed action level for livestock and would differ fromthe
proposed action in the follow ng ways:

- Protecting riparian areas on live streans to maintain existing water
quality only through the use of grazing systens.

- Managi ng the Paisley and Beatys Butte wild horse herds for naintenance of
30 aninals (360 AUMs) in each herd.

- Developing all practical and economically feasible range inmprovements for
the benefit of livestock and wildlife.

Addi tional range inprovenents above those in the proposed action (Appendix B,
Table B-3) are shown in Appendix B, Table B-5.

The proposed grazing systens would be the same as the proposed action. Al
riparian areas except those which are presently excluded from |ivestock
grazing would be grazed. Al'l other aspects of the proposed action would
apply in inplenmentation of this alternative.

ALTERNATIVE 4 - OPTIM ZE W LD HORSE NUMBERS OF EXI STI NG HERD UNI TS

The objective of this alternative would be to allocate forage for the nmaxi num
nunber of wild horses (approximately 1,500 in Beatys Butte herd and 600 in
the Paisley herd) which can be nmintained within the present carrying
capacity on the two wild horse herd managenent areas. In the long term this
alternative would provide 44,384 AUMs | ess than the proposed action |evel for
| i vest ock. See Appendix B, Table B-4, for anticipated |ong-term vegetation
al | ocati on. Al'l livestock grazing would be discontinued in these herd
managenment areas (see Chapter 2, Figure 2-4) to allow for maximm allocations
of forage to wild horses. Long-termvegetation allocation to wildlife would

be at the same level as in the proposed action, except in the wild horse herd
areas.
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In the wild horse herd areas, the allocation to wildlife wuld be made on the
sanme percentage basis as under the proposed action for the available forage.
However, there would be less total forage produced because sonme of the
proposed vegetation manipul ation projects would not be conpleted in the wild
horse herd areas.

WIld horses are |ocated within portions of three allotments. The proposed
action range inprovenents |ocated within wild horse herd nanagenent areas
woul d not be constructed under this alternative. Table | -3 shows the range
i mprovenents that would be constructed in the remaining portions of the three
allotnments as conpared to the proposed action

An additional 11 niles of fence with |et-down gaps would be constructed in
the Beatys Butte herd managenent area. Al aspects of the proposed action
woul d apply to the remaining portion of the EIS area

Tabl e 1-3 Range | nprovenents to be Constructed in Allotnents
with Wld Horses under Alternative 4

Allot. 8103 Allot. #400 Allot. t600
Pr oposed Pr oposed Proposed
Alt. 4 Action At. 4 Action Alt. 4 Action

Fence (niles) 46.0 63.0 38.3 85.3 39.3 72.3
Vells (each) 3 3 4 5 0 0
Pi peline (niles) 23.0 27.0 21.5 23.5 6.0 20.0
Reservoirs (each) 2 2 4 4 10 52
Seedi ng (acres)

Spray 31,903 31,903 14,355 27,795 0 16, 960

Burn 13,830 20,870 14,014 14,014 17,320 22,480

Chai n 0 0 0 0 0 1,760
Brush Control (acres)

Spray 0 0 0 0 4,000 26,000

Burn 0 0 0 0 2,280 11, 520

ALTERNATIVE 5 - OPTIM ZE WLDLI FE AND NONCONSUWPTI VE USES
The objective of this alternative is to benefit wildlife and nonconsunptive
uses by allocating nore forage to these uses and less to |ivestock grazing
and wild horses than in the proposed action. See Appendix B, Table B-4, for
anticipated long-term vegetation allocation
This alternative would differ from the proposed action by:

- Allocating 22,135 fewer AUMs to |livestock and 2,700 fewer AUMs to wild
hor ses.
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- Excluding livestock from nmajor riparian areas and wetlands except for water
gaps.

- Excluding livestock from 26,000 acres of bighorn sheep seasonal and
mgratory ranges and from 19,500 acres of crucial deer winter range.

- Limting utilization of key species to 40 percent in pastures with a
mejority of the area having a soil surface factor of 41 or nmore; and to 50
percent utilization on pastures with a soil surface factor of 40 or |ess.

- Managing the Paisley and Beatys Butte wild horse herds for naintenance of a
herd size of 30 animals (360 AUMs) each.

- Using burning as the nethod of vegetation manipulation on all sites which
will carry fire except on soils with high erosion potential.

Li vestock woul d be excluded fromthe riparian areas by fencing with some
smal | water gaps (normally less than an acre) to allow livestock access to
wat er . See Chapter 2, Figure 2-2, for location of riparian areas. Approxi-
mately 191 miles of fence would be required.

Al other range inprovenents would be the same as the proposed action except
in Allotment 523 where 5 mles of fence would not be constructed, and the
vegetation manipul ation projects which would be burned instead of sprayed, as
shown on Table |-4. The grazing systens would be the sanme as with the
proposed action except that the degree of utilization by livestock on key
species would be 40 percent on pastures having a soil surface factor of 41 or
nore.

Table -4 Vegetation Manipulation Projects to be Burned I|nstead
of Sprayed under Alternative 5

Seedi ng (acres) Brush Control (acres)

Allot- | Pr oposed | Pr oposed

ment Acti on Al ternative 5 | Acti on Alternative 5

Nunber I| Spr ay Burn Spray Burn I| Spray Burn Spray Burn
212 1,600 1,440 0 3,040 | 280 1,080 O 1, 360
215 | 800 0 0 800 I 0 1,280 O 1, 280
511 | 4,240 4,800 4,240 4,800 | 2,240 0 0 2,240
514 | 1,760 680 0 2,440 | 4,800 0 0 4,800
600 | 16,960 22,480 0 39,440 | 26,000 11,520 O 37,520
103 31,903 20,870 10,551 42,222 | 0 0 0 0
400 27,795 14,014 4,005 37,804 | 0 0 0 0
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COVPARI SON OF | MPACTS

A summary conparison of inpacts is displayed in Table 1-5. Det ai | ed
expl anations of the inpacts are given in Chapter 3 by resource.

Maj or issues include range condition, forage production, wldlife habitat
condition and wild horse population. Alternative 3 would produce the nost
acres in good range condition, chiefly due to the inplenentation of
veget ati on mani pul ati ons. Econom ¢ benefits woul d be highest under this
alternative. The nost beneficial inpacts to wetlands, riparian areas and
fish habitat would occur under Alternatives 2 and 5. Antelope habitat would

i mprove nost under the proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 5. WIld horse
popul ati ons woul d benefit nost by inplenmentation of Alternative 4.

COMPONENTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTI ON AND ALTERNATI VES
The proposed grazing nanagenent is conposed of three el ements which are
i nt erdependent . For purposes of analysis, they are described separately
below and in the Environnental Consequences section.

Vegetation Allocation

The vegetation allocation proposed for each alternative would allocate the
existing and anticipated |ivestock forage production to various uses
including wildlife, wild horses, |livestock and nonconsunptive uses. The
all ocation under the proposed action is designed to provide sufficient forage
to maintain wild horse populations at the herd managenent plan |evels, neet
ODFW wi I dlife popul ation objectives and nmake avail abl e increased amounts of
forage for |ivestock. Appendi x C describes the nethodol ogy used in
determning the proposed allocations. Appendi x B, Table B-l1, shows the
proposed action initial allocation. The allocations for the alternatives are
designed to optimze different uses under each alternative. By inplenenting
grazing managenent and range inprovenents, it is anticipated that the
existing level of forage production would increase. Appendi x B, Table B-4
shows the anticipated |ong-term vegetation allocation 10 years foll ow ng
i mpl ementation of the proposed action or alternatives.

Grazing Systens

A grazing system consists of one or nore planned grazing treatments which use
livestock grazing to bring about changes in the kind and anmpunt of vegeta-
tion. These changes are determ ned by neasuring vigor, reproduction and
conposi tion of key species. Key species are those plants which serve as
i ndi cators of changes occurring in the vegetation comunities. G azing
systems which allow plants to conplete the growh stages (see Table |-6)
generally result in increases in key species. An i nprovenent in range
condition is normally due to an increase of the key species and conversely, a
deterioration of range condition is normally the result of a decrease in the
key speci es.



Table 1-5 Summary Conparison of Long-Term Inpacts of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

At. 1 At. 2 Alt. 3 At. 4 At. 5
Si gni ficant Exi sting Proposed No Elimnate Optinze Optim ze Optimze
Resour ce Situation Action Acti on Livestock Livestock WId Horses O her
Soils
Er osi on -— +L -L +M +L +L +L
Streanbank erosion
(miles inproving) -— 93.0 71.1 102.2 85.8 93.0 100. 6
\Nat er
Runof f - NC NC -L NC NC NC
Fecal coliforms -—- +L -L +M +L +L +M
Sedi ment yield -— +L -L +M +L +L +L
Veget ati on
Range condition
(3,204,182 acres total)
Good 18% 65% 24% 63% 78% 58% 65%
Fair 56% 17% 29% 11% 14% 25% 15%
Poor 23% 15% 44% 23% 5% 18% 17%
Unknown 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Resi dual ground cover Tt +L -L +H +L +L +M
Forage production (AUMs) 183, 187 248,022 183,187 183, 187 384, 621 231, 217 248,011
Ri parian Tt +M +L +H +M +M +H
Wldlife Habitat Conditions
Deer (305,000 crucial
acres)
uP 23% 26% 5% 4% 8% 26% 29%
Static 0% 65% 85% 16% 33% 65% 62%
Down 0% 6% 7% 7% 56% 6% 6%
Unknown 7% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Ant el ope
(96,700 crucial acres)
uP -— 81% 7% 0% 81% 35% 81%
Static —-—— 13% 87% 0% 13% 13% 13%
Down -— 6% . 6% 53% 6% 52% 6%
Unknown 100% 0% 0% 46% 0% 0% 0%
Bi ghorn sheep m NC NC NC NC NC NC
Wt | ands (12, 696 acres)
uP -— 68% 6% 87% 63% 68% 74%
Static -— 17% 73% 4% 17% 17% 11%
Down -— 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Unknown 100% 15% 21% 9% 20% 15% 15%
Ri parian areas {621 acres)
Excel | ent 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Good 5% 38% 17% 96% 17% 38% 90%
Fair 26% 30% 36% 2% 36% 30% 5%
Poor 19% 13% 18% 0% 18% 13% 0%
Unknown 50% 19% 29% 1% 29% 19% 4%
Fi sh (65 streammi |l es)
Excel | ent 5% 9% 5% 9% 9% 9% 9%
Good 19% 31% 25% 48% 21% 31% 45%
Fair 25% 24% 23% 19% 23% 24% 18%
Poor 29% 16% 20% 9% 19% 16% 12%
Unknown 22% 20% 27% 15% 28% 20% 16%



Table |-5 Summary Conparison of Long-Term Inpacts of

the Proposed Action and Alternatives

At. 1 At. 2 At. 3 At. 4 At. 5
Signi ficant Exi sting Proposed No Elimnate Optinmize Optimize Optim ze
Resour ce Situation Action Action Livestock Livestock WId Horses O her
W ldlife Populations
Deer - NC NC NC NC NC NC
Ant el ope - +L NC NC +L NC +L
Smal | mammal s - -L NC +M -H -L -L
Upl and gane birds - +L NC +L -M +L +L
Q her birds - -L NC +M -H -L -L
Reptiles - -L NC +M -H -L -L
Anphi bi ans - +L NC +M +L +L +M
WId Horses (Nunbers) 495 360 360 360 60 2,100 60
Recreation
BLM Visitor Use - 1990
(visitor-days/year) 72,285 80,130 80, 237 85, 320 72,750 80, 010 80, 530
Cultural Resources
Tranpling and setting
integrity - -L -L +L -M -L -L
Vi sual Resources (Contrast) -L NC +L -M -L -L
Areas of Critical
Envi ronnental  Concern NC NC NC -M NC NC
Speci al _Areas
Degradat i on -L NC NC -M -L -L
Energy Use
Trillion Btu's consuned
for new project 1.13 0 0 3.85 .88 1.34
construction
Socioeconomics 1/
Qperators losing nore than
10% of forage needs -— 1 0 67 0 3
Local personal incone:
($1000)
Li vestock production 19, 900 +581 0 -1,195 +1,617 +212 +390
Recreation +7 0 +48 -67 +4 +12
Note: NC = no change + = beneficial - = adverse L = low M= medi um H = high

1/ Soci oeconomi ¢ inpacts are shown as changes fromthe existing situation. Personal inconme (at annual
rates) is in thousands of 1977-79 dollars.
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Table I-6 Approximate G owh Stage Dates for Key Species

Start Peak
of of Seed

Species 1/ Growt h Fl over i ng Ri pe Dor mancy
Bl uebunch wheat grass 3/20 6/15 7/20 9/1
Basi n wildrye 4/1 7/1 8/1 9/15
| daho fescue 3/15 6/10 7/15 8/15
Crested wheatgrass 2/ 3/ 3/1 6/10 7/20 8/15
Squirreltail 3/10 6/10 7/10 8/1
Thurber's needl egrass 3/20 6/15 7/15 9/1
Sandberg bl uegrass 3/ 3/1 5/15 7/1 7/15
Bitterbrush 4/ 4/15 6/1 7/1 10/1
Spi ny hopsage 4/ 4/1 6/1 7/15 9/1
Currant 5/ 4/15 5/20 7/15 9/15
WIlow 57 3/1 4/15 6/22 10/15
Chokecherry 5/ 4/15 6/1 8/15 9/15
Quaki ng aspen 5/ 5/1 N A N A 10/1
Creek dogwood 5/ 4/15 6/10 7/1 9/1
Kentucky bl uegrass 5/ 5/1 8/1 9/1 10/1
Ti not hy 5/ 5/1 8/1 9/1 10/1
Bul rush 5/ 5/1 8/1 8/15 9/1
Sedge 5/ 5/1 8/1 8/15 9/1

1/ Scientific names for the plants listed are shown in Appendix D.
:2__/ Key species for seeded areas.

3/ Key species for deer and antel ope spring range.

4/ Key species for deer winter range.

5/ Key species for riparian areas.

Al 't hough each of the follow ng descriptions outlines the typical period of
grazing use and degree of utilization, there is sone variation anmong the
different allotnents. Figure |-3 shows exanples of the proposed systems with
sequence of treatnents.

Spring Gazing

Spring grazing would occur each year for 1 to 2 nonths between March 1 and
May 15, depending upon the el evation. Utilization of the production of key
species during the schedul ed period of grazing would not exceed 50 percent.

Spring grazing is proposed for one or nore of the followi ng reasons:

- The system neets the operator's nmanagenment needs.

- Better livestock distribution occurs since the cool tenperatures result in
| ess water requirenent.

- Best advantage is made of early season (non-lasting) water sources.

- Livestock are renmoved early enough for regrowh of the key species to
occur.
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SPRING GRAZING:

Every
Year

Graze eariy during the
growing period

3/16

SPRING/SUMMER GRAZING

10/31

Every
Year

Graze during the critical part
of the growing period

4/16

ROTATION GRAZING:

1/15 10/31

Year 1.

Graze during the critical part
of the growing period

Year 2

Graze early during the
growing period

#1 5/18

DEFERRED GRAZING

1/15

Every
Year

Graze after seedripe

WINTER GRAZING:

15 10/31

Every
Year

SPRING/FALL GRAZING

11/1 2/28

Every
Year

] Graze early during growing period
4 and again in late fall

010431

DEFERRED ROTATION:

1. Two Pasture System

Year |

Graze early

Year 2

Graze after seedripe

4/18 1/15

2. Three Pasture System

10/31

Year 1

Graze early during the
growing period

Year 2

Graze later during the
growing period

Year 3

1 Graze after seedripe

4/15 5/31 6/15

REST ROTATION:

1. Three Pasture System

10/31

Graze during the
growing period

Graze after seedripe

Rest the entire year

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3 Rest
4/18 1715

10/31

2. Four Pasture System

Year 1

Graze early during the
growing period

Year 2

Graze later during the
growing period

Year 3

| Graze after seedripe
il of the key species

Year 4 Rest

Rest the entire year

4/16 6/1 6/15

FIGURE 1-3 - EXAMPLES OF TYPICAL GRAZING SYSTEMS - SEQUENCE OF TREATMENT BY PASTURE
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Spring/ Sunmer Grazing

Spring/ sunmer use consists of grazing during the spring and early sumer
every year, with use in some allotnents occurring into fall. Uilization of
t he annual forage production of key species would not exceed 50 percent.
Spring/ sunmmer grazing is proposed for one or nmore of the followi ng reasons:

The limted anmount of public land in many of these allotnments does not
justify the cost of the additional fences and water devel opnents needed to
initiate a rotation system

This system neets the operator's nanagenment needs.

Reliable stock water during the grazing use period would be assured.

Natural barriers and different turn out |ocations allow sonme defernent.

Rotation Gazing

Rotation grazing results in the key species being grazed 1 to 2 nonths during
the critical part of the growing season, alternating with spring grazing the
following year. Uilization of the annual forage production of key species

woul d not exceed 50 percent. Rotation grazing is proposed for one or more of
the followi ng reasons:

- Best advantage is nmade of early season (non-lasting) water sources.
- Advantage is taken of the early green growh, resulting in best use of the
annual vegetation.

- Allows use of natural barriers (rinms) and existing pasture |ayout.

Deferred Gazing

Deferred grazing woul d begin each year after seed ripening of key species
(see Table |-6). The defernent or delay of grazing occurs on the same area
each year and would not be rotated because only one pasture would be
i nvol ved. Uilization of the annual forage production of key species would

not exceed 60 percent. Deferred grazing is proposed for one or nore of the
foll owing reasons:

- Allows for a high level of restoration of plant vigor and seed production.
Mai ntains or inproves existing range condition.
Accompl i shes effective litter and seed tranpling.

Limted resource values do not justify cost of inmprovements necessary for a
more intensive system

Wnter Gazing

Wnter grazing is a formof deferred grazing in which use occurs in the
winter nmonths, after plant dormancy, wusually from Novenber to February.
Uilization of the key species would not exceed 65 percent. Wnter grazing
is proposed for one or nmore of the follow ng reasons:



The system neets the operator's managenent needs

Lower livestock water requirements allow better livestock distribution

Li vestock acconplish effective litter and seed tranpling

- Allows for maxinum restoration of plant vigor and seed production

Limted resource values do not justify the cost of major range inprovenents
necessary for a nore intensive system

Spring/ Fall Gazing

Spring/fall grazing involves use for 1 to 2 nonths between March 1 and My
30, a rest period during the sunmer, and another grazing period of 1 to 2
months in the fall every year. Utilization of the key species would not
exceed 50 percent. Spring/fall grazing is proposed for one or both of the
foll owing reasons

- The system nmeets the operator's managenment needs
- The system facilitates cooperative managenent with the U S. Forest Service

Deferred Rotation G azing

Deferred rotation is the discontinuance of grazing on various parts of an
allotnment in succeeding years. This allows each part or pasture to rest
successively during the growing season. One or nore pastures would be grazed
during the spring, while the remaining one or nore pastures would be rested
until seed ripening of key species and then grazed. Deferred rotation

grazing differs fromrest rotation grazing in that there is no year-long rest
provided for any part of the allotnent

Utilization of the key species on an allotment basis would not exceed 50
percent of the available forage annually. On crested wheatgrass seedings,
utilization of up to 60 percent of the avail able forage woul d be all owed.

Deferred rotation grazing is proposed for one or nore of the follow ng
reasons:

= The deferred rotation systemis expected to maintain or inmprove the present
range condition.
- The system allows for inproved grazing managenment on some small pastures

Rest Rotation Gazing

Rest rotation grazing is a rotation systemin which at |east one pasture
within an allotment is rested fromgrazing for a mnimumof a full year. A
pasture or unit of range is rested fromuse after a season of grazing to
allow plants an opportunity to make and store food to recover vigor, allow
seed to be produced, allow seedlings to becone established and allow litter
to accunmulate between plants. The amount of rest needed for these purposes
depends on nanagenent objectives that are determned for each individua

allotnent, the plants involved and character of the range

Utilization of the key species in the grazed pastures would not exceed 60
percent. Rest rotation is proposed for one or nore of the follow ng reasons
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- A substantial inprovement and/or nmintenance in range condition is desired.

- l\/breblilexi bility in grazing use during variable clinate conditions is
possi bl e.

- Vegetation nani pul ation projects can be carried out within pastures without
additional control or major changes in grazing plans.

- Desirable plant growh forms and vegetation production is available for
certain wildlife species.

- A substantial portion of the range is rested fromlivestock grazing each
year and is thus available for other uses.

Federal Range Fenced

Federal Range Fenced (FRF) consists of small tracts of public |and fenced
into pastures usually with large amounts of private |and. These tracts are
usually licensed for the grazing capacity of the public lands only.
Li vestock nunbers, kind of animals and period of use are nost often not
restricted. However, actual grazing use is usually after the growing season
since the use is in conjuction wWith private land (often crop | ands).

Non- Use

Non-use presently occurs in part or all of six allotnents. The Ilivestock
operators have taken authorized non-use for several years in these areas.
Non-use is proposed for the Abert Rim pasture of Allotment 400, which is
presently under winter grazing. Grazing use woul d be phased out as AUMs
becone available elsewhere in the allotnent. Gazing could occur if applica-
tion were made in the future. Trailing use would occur in the spring and/or
fall.

Standard Procedures and Design Elements for Range |nprovenents

The followi ng standard procedures and design elenments would be adhered to in
constructing range inprovements in the EI'S area. Design el ements have been
standardi zed over tine to mitigate adverse effects encountered during range
i mprovenent installations.

- Whenever evidence of historic or prehistoric occupation is identified
during BLM activities, «cultural resource surveys would be undertaken to
determ ne possible conflicts in nmanagenent objectives. Further, these
surveys ensure that cultural resources on public lands and on |ands
affected by Bureau undertakings are properly inventoried and eval uated.

A Cass Ill intensive cultural 'resources inventory would be conpleted on
all areas prior to any ground-disturbing activities. This would be part of
the preplanning stage of a project and the results would be analyzed in the
envi ronnental assessnment addressing the action (BLM Manual 8100, Cultural
Resources Managenent). If significant cultural remains are discovered, the
project could be relocated, redesigned or abandoned. If the project cannot
be noved, a data recovery or salvage program woul d be conpl eted before
construction.



Every effort would be nade to avoid adverse inpacts to cultural resources.
However, where that is not possible the BLMwould consult with the State
Hi storic Preservation Oficer (SHPO and the Advisory Council on Hstoric
Preservation in accordance with the Programmatic Menorandum of Agreenent
(PMOA) by and between the Bureau, the Council and the National Conference
of State Historic Preservation Oficers, dated January 14, 1980, which sets
forth a procedure for developing appropriate mitigative nmeasures. This PMOA
identifies procedures for conpliance wth Section 106 of the National
Hi storic Preservation Act (1966) and Executive Order 11593, as inplenented
by 36 CFR Part 800.

Prior to vegetative nanipul ati on and devel opnent of range i nprovenents, BLM
requires a survey of the project site for plants and animals listed or
under review for listing on Federal or offical State lists of threatened

and endangered speci es. If a project night affect any such species or its
critical habitat, every effort would be nade to nodify, relocate or abandon
the project in order to obtain a no effect determ nation. Consul tation

with the US Fish and Wldlife Service would be initiated (50 CFR 402;
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as anended) for plants under review for
Federal listing when BLM determines that such a project cannot be altered
or anmended. In addition, 13 plants in the Lakeview EIS area classified by
BLM as sensitive (Crosby 1980) are managed under the sanme procedures as
plants under review for Federal l|isting except that no consultations wth
the U S. Fish and WIldlife Service would occur.

The wilderness inventory required by Section 603(a) of the Federal Land
Policy and Managenent Act (FLPMA) has been conpleted on the public lands in
the EI'S area. | mpacts woul d be assessed before allowng rangeland
management activities in WIderness Study Areas (see {d ossary). All
rangel and management activities in WIlderness Study Areas would be
consistent with the Interim Management Policy and Cuidelines for Lands
Under W derness Review (USDI, BLM 197%9a).

Surface disturbance at all project sites would be held to a mninmm
Di sturbed soil would be rehabilitated to blend into the surrounding soil
surface and reseeded as needed with a m xture of grasses, forbs and browse
as applicable to replace ground cover and reduce soil |oss fromw nd and
wat er erosion.

All State of Oregon water-well drilling regulations would be adhered to, in
both drilling and equi pping.

Significant spring sources and associated trough overfl ow areas woul d be
fenced to prevent livestock grazing.

Ranps, rocks or floatboards would be provided in all water troughs for
smal |l birds and mammals to gain access to the water and/or escape.

Proposed fence |lines would not be bladed or scraped, unless physical
features (such as a cut bank) would make it absolutely necessary.
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Proposed fences in antelope areas would be constructed in accordance with
Bureau Manual 1737. Any proposed deviations fromthis manual woul d be
coordinated with Oregon Department of Fish and Wldlife. Al other fences
woul d be constructed in accordance with Bureau standard wire |ivestock
fences Drawi ngs No. 08-33-9105.4 -1, 2, 3, 10 and O 01-9105-1, 3, 11, 12
and 13.

Gates or cattle guards would be installed where fences cross existing roads
with significant use,

Juni per control would consist of chaining, burning or falling juniper trees.
The cut and/or chained trees would be left in place and made avail able for
public use on a request basis.

Most vegetation nmanipul ation projects would be designed using irregular
patterns, untreated patches, etc., to provide for optinum edge effect for
wildlife.

Important wildlife habitat would be excluded from vegetation manipul ation
projects unless treatment would provide direct wildlife enhancenent.

Brush control would be by burning, chaining or chem cal neans. Bur ni ng
woul d use one or nore of the followi ng types of fire breaks: nat ur al
barriers, retardant |ines, existing roads and/or bladed Iines. Each fire

would have its own prescription, to be based on the conditions needed (w nd
speed, air tenperature, etc.) to burn the plant material within the area to
be burned. Chaining woul d consist of dragging either an anchor chain or an
anchor chain with sections of railroad rail welded across each |ink between
two tractors. The chenical applied would be 2,4-D (low volatile fornul a-
tion) using a water carrier at a rate of 2 pounds active ingredients per
acre on sagebrush and 3 pounds active ingredients per acre on rabbitbrush.
To minimze drift and volatilization, aerial spraying would be confined to
peri ods when wind speed is less than 6 niles per hour, air tenperature is
under 70 degrees, relative humidity is over 50 percent, precipitation is not
occurring or imminent and air turbulence will not affect normal spray
patterns. Either fixed-wing aircraft or helicopters would be used for all
spraying. A protective buffer strip at least 100 feet wide on both sides of
all live streams (those flowing water at the tine of application) and around
wat er sources woul d be required. In the design of each spray project, any
crucial riparian or wildlife habitat would be identified by district
personnel and such areas would be excluded fromthe project. |If spraying is
to be undertaken adjacent to private |lands containing cropland, pasture or
dwel lings, a buffer strip at least 100 feet w de woul d be required. Fl i ght
patterns would be adjusted for w nd, topography or any factor which could
cause the herbicide to drift within the 100-foot buffer strip. Any
application of 2,4-D would be in accordance with State regul ations and BLM
Manual 9220. A nore thorough description of design features applicable to
the proposal may be found in BLM's final environmental inpact statenent,
Vegetative Managenent with Herbicides-- Wstern Oegon. Design features are

al so applicable in eastern O egon.



- Seeding would be acconplished by use of the rangeland drill in mostcases.
Broadcast seeding would occur on small disturbed areas, rough terrain and
rocky areas. Preparation for seeding would be by burning, chaining or
chemical means (2,4-D). BLM woul d determi ne seeding mixtures on a site
specific basis, using past experience and recommendati ons of the O egon
State Extension Service and Experinent Stations and/or Oregon Department of
Fish and Wldlife (ODF&W). Sone shrubs and/or trees would be planted in 24
allotments for wildlife cover (see Appendix B, Table B-3). Anti ci pat ed
increases in production through vegetative manipulation projects would not
be allocated until seedings are established and ready for use. Al seedings
woul d be deferred fromgrazing to all ow seedling establishnment. Usual | y
this will require two full grow ng seasons.

- It is anticipated that the existing road and trail system would provide
access for range inprovement construction. Cross-country use of notor
vehicles to reach construction sites could create uninproved trails and
tracks. These trails could continue to be utilized to allow naintenance of
the projects.

- Normal maintenance such as repl acement of pipeline sections, fence posts and
retreatnent of vegetation manipulations would be required. Most maj or

mai nt enance of range inprovenents would be the responsibility of BLM except
for livestock managenent fences, which would be maintained by the operator.

| MPLEMENTATI ON OF THE DECI SI ON

The District Manager will begin to devel op the proposed decision after the
final EIS is published. The proposed decision may be to select one of the
EIS alternatives (including the proposed action) intact, or to blend features
from several alternatives that fall within the range of actions analyzed in
the EIS.

After release of the final EI'S (but not before conclusion of the 30-day
comment period) the District Manager will review the public comments on both
draft and final EISs and prepare a draft of the Rangel and Program Sumnmary
(RPS) which includes a recommended deci sion. In addition, the District
Manager and/or State Director will consult with the District Miltiple Use

Advi sory Council, local county conmmissioners, appropriate county associations
and the Governor's Natural Resources Assistant. As part of the |ocal

consultation, the District Manager will seek assurance that the decision
being considered is consistent with county conprehensive plans.

Wthin about 4 nonths after the release of the final EI'S, and after making
any needed nodifications, the District Manager will distribute the Draft
Rangel and Program Summary to interested parties (including A-95
d earinghouse) for public comment. A 45-day comment period will be provided
and one or nore public neetings held.

After the comrent period closes, the District Manager will submt a revised

(i f appropriate) proposed decision to the State Director for concurrence or
modi fi cati on.
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This will be the decision point. The final decision will be published in a
final Rangel and Program Summary and will consider all information available
at that tine including public opinion, nmanagenment feasibility, policy and
| egal constraints as well as the EIS analysis

This program summary will incorporate the record of decision required by the
Council on Environnental Quality regulations. Thi s document shoul d be
rel eased approximately 6 to 7 nmonths after issuance of the final EIS

After announcenent of the final program decision, allotment managenent plans
wi |l be devel oped through consultation and coordination with the operators.
Deci si ons of vegetation allocation to individual operators would be effective
starting with the second full grazing season after the EIS becones fi nal
Proposed reductions over 15 percent may be phased over a 5-year period as
provided in 43 CFR 4110.3-2(c)

I mpl ementation of grazing systenms would occur first on those allotments where
nost of the needed range inprovenents have been conpl eted. Gazing systens
woul d be inplemented on the renaining allotnents as needed range i nprovenents
are conpleted. First priority for conpletion of range inprovenents would be
given those that solve imediate resource problems and/or result in high
mul tiple use val ues. Second priority would be those allotments which have
had past major reductions and/or are proposed for mmjor reductions in
livestock grazing

Further Environmental Assessment Requirenents

St andard procedures require preparation of a site specific environnental

assessnment prior to inplenmentation of range inprovenents. Simlar actions
may be grouped into one assessnent. Each analysis would reference applicable
portions of this EIS. Proposed range inprovenents may be nodified or

abandoned if this assessnment indicates a conflict

Monitoring and Mnagenent Adjustnents

A nonitoring programwoul d be devel oped to assure that resource objectives
were being nmet. Studies would be conducted in all allotments which woul d have
AMPs and in some other allotments where warranted by resource val ues. Water
quality nonitoring would be initiated in accordance with Executive Orders
11991 and 12088, BLM Manual 7240, and Sections 208 and 313 of the Cean Water
Act (P.L. 95-217, P.L. 92-500 as anended). Standard anal ytical methods as
detailed in Federal directives would be followed

Studies would be established in representative riparian zones to determnne
changes in the habitat conditions and populations of fish and wildlife
resulting frominplenentation of the proposed action. Such nonitoring would
comply with Executive Orders 11514 and 11990 and BLM Manual 6740



Exi sting browse studies would be continued. WIldlife habitat and popul a-
tions would be nonitored to determine the effectiveness of design features
for vegetation manipulation and grazing systens.

O her resource studies as appropriate would al so be conduct ed. Climte,
actual use, wutilization and trend studies would be conducted in accordance
with BLM Manual s 4412 and 4413 to eval uate vegetation changes. Resul ts of
these studies would be summarized and evaluated at the end of each grazing
system cycl e. The data would then be used to assess progress toward
achi eving AVP objectives and to recommend adjustments in the grazing system
or stocking rate.

If an evaluation supports an increase in livestock grazing use, the
addi tional use would first be granted on a tenporary basis. An eval uation of
forage production must confirmthe availability of additional forage before

an increase in use wuld becone pernanent. Grazi ng managenment woul d be
revised if the evaluation determ nes that the specific objectives established
for the allotnents are not being achieved. Q her revisions may include

changes in anount of livestock wuse permtted, period of use, or any
conbi nati on of these.

Each operator would be issued term permts which specify allotment, period of
use, and nunbers and kind of Iivestock. Li vestock grazing use would be
supervi sed throughout the year. I f unauthorized use should occur, action
woul d be taken by BLMto elimnate it in accordance with regulations in 43
CFR 4150.

| NTERRELATI ONSHI PS

BLM PI anni ng

The BLM pl anning systemis essentially a decisionmaking process utilizing
i nput fromthe public and data about the various resources. Land use
objectives and rationale for each resource category are devel oped and
incorporated into the proposed Managenent Framework Plans (MFP). Specific
MFP reconmendations relating to the grazing program were used as a basis for
devel opi ng the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5. The proposed
MFPs are available for review in the Lakeview District Ofice.

Federal Agencies

Grazing on |ands adm nistered by other Federal agencies is not contingent on
grazing on BLMadmnistered lands. However, each portion is an integral part
of the ranchers total operation. |In the EIS area, 43 BLM operators also have
grazing pernmits on the Frenont, Deschutes, Mdoc and/or Winema Nati onal
Forest s. In addition to agenci es which nmanage grazing on Federal |ands, the
Soil  Conservation Service (ScS) develops plans for private ranches.
Coordi nat ed pl anni ng anong the concerned Federal agencies and ranchers
assures that resource conflicts are resolved and nmanagenment goals are net.



State and Local Governnents

The I ntergovernnental Relations Division for the State of Oregon acts as a
cl earinghouse for the various State agencies. Al BLM pl anni ng and maj or
actions are coordinated through this State C earinghouse. Planning is also
coordinated wth the ~county conmmssioners and/or the county planning
conmi ssi ons.

Under Oregon Senate Bill 100, all counties and cities in Oregon are required
to devel op and adopt conprehensive plans and | and use controls consistent
with statewide planning goals and guidelines developed by the Land
Conservation and Devel opment Conmi ssion (LCDC). Lake and Harney Counties
have adopted conprehensive plans and Kl amath County is presently developing a
pl an. The adopted plans are presently in review status by LCDC for
conpliance with Statew de goals. LCDC has required revisions to the plans
and deferred acknow edgenent until they are brought into conpliance. The
relationship of the proposed action and alternatives to LCDC goals is
displayed in Table |-7. The proposed action and all the alternatives except
Alternative 2 are consistent with the adopted conprehensive plans and LCDC
goal s.
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CHAPTER 2 AFFECTED ENVI RONVENT

I NTRODUCT | ON

This section describes the resources within the Lakeview EIS area as they
existed in 1979 (base year). The base year of 1979 was chosen because the
prinmary data sources (Bureau planning system docunents) were conpiled during
that year. The pl anni ng system docunents consisting of Unit Resource
Anal ysis, Planning Area Analysis and Mnagerment Framework Plans are avail able
for review in the Lakeview District Ofice in Lakeview, O egon

Enphasi s has been placed on those resource conponents nost likely to be
i npacted if the proposed action or one of the alternatives were inplenented.
Anal ysis, inc luding the scoping process, indicated that resource conponents
such as ninerals , tinmber and air quality would not be affected and,
therefore, they are not discussed. Oher information is included only to the
extent necessary to provide a basis for analysis

VECGETATI ON

The Lakeview EIS area has 18 distinct vegetation types. These have been
grouped into nmajor vegetation types as shown on Figure 2-1 and Table 2-1
Bi g sagebrush and | ow sagebrush are the domi nant vegetation types, covering
nearly 73 percent of the EIS area. The wetland vegetation type is inter-
mngled with the silver sagebrush, big sagebrush and greasewood types. As
the result of mapping done during the range survey of 1958-1963, the neadow
type as shown on Figure 2-1 does not display all of the riparian and wetland
types. The npst recent and detail ed mapping of wetland and riparian vegeta-
tionis shown in Figure 2-2. Al'l further discussion of these types is
contained in sections on wetland and riparian vegetation types

Condi tion and Trend

Range condition, as the termis used in this docunment, is a relative neasure
of the condition of the forage stand and the soil. Range condition was
determined for the EIS area in 1978 and spot checked in 1979 using the Dening
Two- Phase survey nmethod (see Appendix E for adiscussion of the nethodol ogy).
The condition rating considers site potential in judging the relative health
of the plant community, but the enphasis placed on forage species by the
rating system results in poor condition ratings for areas of |ow forage
production potential such as greasewood flats or rocky slopes. Table 2-2
shows range condition and trend for the EI'S area; Appendix F shows range
condition and trend by all otnent

Range trend is a neasure of whether the range condition is inproving,

remaining stat ic or deteriorating. The range trend data shown in Table 2-2
and Appendix D are based on a conparison of the data collected in 1978 and
1979 with the data collected in the late 1950's and early 1960's in the same
ar ea.

2- |
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Table 2-1 Vegetation Types in

the EIS Area

Public
Land Percent

Vegetation Type Acres L of Total Common Plant Species 2/ Remarks

Big Sagebrush 1,731,147 54.0 Big sagebrush, bluebunch wheat-  Occurs on soils over 12 inches deep. Bluebunch wheatgrass is most
grass, Idaho fescue, Sandberg commonly on the drier sites and Idaho fescue on the moister.
bluegrass, squirreltail, cheat-
grass, needlegrass, phlox, aster

Low Sagebrush 604,950 18.9 Low sagebrush, Sandberg blue- Occurs on shallow clay soils. A variety of understory species also
grass, squirreltail, bluebunch occur.
wheatgrass, Junegrass, needle-
grass, phlox, buckwheat

Juniper 245,761 7.7 Juniper, Idaho fescue, squirrel- Occurs on shallow rocky soils. The understory vegetation is
tail, cheatgrass, low sagebrush, generally sparce.
big sagebrush, bluebunch wheat-
grass, phlox, buckwheat

Greasewood 185,843 5.8 Greasewood, saltgrass, squirrel- Occurs on saline soils in lowland areas. The understory
tail, creeping wildrye vegetation i3 sparce.

Seeding 154,762 4.8 Crested wheatgrass,intermediate Occurs on areas formerly dominated by big sagebrush or low
wheatgrass, cheatgrass sagebrush which were seeded.

Rabbitbrush 78,502 2.4 Rabbitbrush, creeping wildrye, Occurs on sandy soils formerly dominated by big sagebrush and then
saltgrass, cheatgrass farmed. When farming was abandoned, rabbitbrush invaded the

disturbed areas.

Shadscale 71,133 2.2 Shadscale, hopsage, squirrel- Occurs on saline soils in lowland areas. The understory
tail, cheatgrass vegetation is very sparce.

Mt. Shrub/Conifer 53,510 1.7 Ponderosa pine, bitterbrush, Occurs in the higher elevations in the EIS area which receive
ceanothus, manzanita, mountain higher precipitation. Includes the Lost Forest, a mature stand of
mahogany, Idaho fescue, ponderosa pine outside of its normal range.
neddlegrass, bluebunch
wheatgrass, yarrow

Silver Sagebrush 22,750 0.7 Silver sagebrush, saltgrass, Occurs on playa lakebeds which are covered with water in the
poverty weed, dock, knotweed spring.

Wetland 12,696 0.4 Rushes, spikerushes, mat muhly, Intermittently flooded areas intermingled with silver sagebrush,
smartweed greasewood and big sagebrush. Includes some of the areas labeled

meadow in Figure 2-1.

Riparian 694 <0.1 Quaking aspen, sedge, rush, Vegetation is associated with permanent water. Occurs as wet
Kentucky bluegrass, creeping meadows or streamside riparian vegetation.
wildrye, willow

Miscellaneous 42,434 1.3 Cheatgrass, various forbs Includes lava flows, rock, sand dunes, saline flats, cheatgrass,

dry lakebeds, annual forbs, cropland and barren and unsurveyed
Total 3,204,182 lands.

l/ Acreage shown does not include unallotted acres.

2/ Scientific names for the plants listed are in Appendix D.
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The data in Appendix F represent the average range condition and trend of
each all ot nent. However, w thin nost allotnents there are small areas which
are not average. For exanple, in an allotment with 2,000 acres listed in
fair condition and static trend, there would likely be small areas in poor
condition and downward trend near water sources. Conversely, other areas
| ocated away from grazing pressure would likely be in good condition with an
upward trend

Tabl e 2-2 Range Condition and Trend

Condi tion
Good Fair Poor Unknown
Acres Per cent Acres Per cent Acr es Per cent Acres Percent
596, 154 19 1,773,713 55 738, 970 23 95, 345 3
Tr end
Upwar d Static Downwar d Unknown
Acres Per cent Acr es Per cent Acres Percent Acres Percent
1,533,458 48 1,416,306 44 116, 782 4 137, 636 4

Forage Production

That portion of the total vegetation production suitable for use by |ivestock
is called forage production. Forage production for each allotment is shown
on Table I-2. The methodol ogy used for determning the forage production is
described in Appendix C. Wthin the EIS area, forage production is typically
30 percent or less of the total vegetation production. The renmining vegeta-
tion includes plants which are not palatable to livestock and that portion of
the vegetation production which is reserved for plant naintenance. Forage
production is dependent upon climte, soils and range condition. Large year-
to-year fluctuations in precipitation result in corresponding differences in
total vegetation production. Production is low on certain soils such as the
very shallow and very stony soils due to |ow noisture holding capacity.

Resi dual Ground Cover

Resi dual ground cover expresses the anount of |ive vegetation, standing dead

vegetation and litter which remains after grazing. Cver time, the accuml a-
tion of this material provides protection for the soil surface and repl aces

soil nutrients. There is some decrease in |live vegetative cover as range
condition declines in each vegetation type, but generally, as range condition
changes, one plant replaces another. However, areas in good range condition

often have higher production than fair or poor condition range and as a
result have nmore total residual ground cover

2-9



R parian Vegetation

Ri parian vegetation occupies approximtely 694 acres of public land. It
consists of the vegetation on riparian areas adjacent to perennial streans
and springs. Vegetation around |akes and reservoirs and on other areas where
soils are saturated throughout nost of the growing period are classified as
wetlands. The location of significant riparian areas and wetlands on public
lands is shown on Figure 2-2.

The riparian areas and wetlands are potentially the nost productive of the
vegetation types in the EIS area. When relatively undisturbed, riparian
vegetation is generally conmposed of thick clusters of shrubs and trees
interspersed with dense herbaceous vegetation. Wth increasing disturbance,
the dominant tree and shrub species are replaced by herbaceous species and
the riparian area decreases in size.

Threat ened, Endangered and Sensitive Plants

There are no plants found in the EIS area presently listed as either
t hreat ened or endangered under authority of the Endangered Species Act.
However, there are 10 plant species that have either been found or are
suspected to be in the EIS area that are under review by the U 'S. Fish and
Wldlife Service for possible listing as endangered or threatened status (45
CFR 82480). Information concerning the 10 plant species is found on Table
2- 3. In addition, 13 plant species classified by BLM as sensitive occur in
the EIS area. Information concerning these plants and their habitats (Crosby
1980) is contained in the Lakeview District files. Mst of these plants are
confined to very specific sites in the EIS area. The effects of current
livestock grazing on the populations or habitat of these plants are generally
not known.

CLI MATE

The Lakeveiw EIS area has a semiarid climate, with long, cool, npist winters
and short, warm dry sunmers.

The area has a winter precipitation pattern, W th about 47 percent of the
annual total occurring during the nonths of Novenber through February. Much
of this cones as snow, especially in Decenber and January. Spring rains
occur in May and June while the nonths of July, August and Septenber are
generally quite dry.

Precipitation tends to be elevation-dependent, ranging fromless than 10
i nches around Silver and Summer Lakes (4,100 feet elevation) to 30 inches at
Yai nax Butte (7,200 feet). Most of the area receives 10 to 15 inches of
precipitation annually.

Tenperatures below zero occur nearly every wi nter, and summer tenperatures
over 100" F are not unconmon. Frost-free days range from 94 days at Kl amath
Falls to 25 days in the higher elevations. Appendi x G shows precipitation
and tenperature data for selected weather stations.

2-10
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Table 2-3 Pl ant

Species Under Review for Listing as Threatened or Endangered Status 1/

Wiich Are Located or Suspected in the EI'S Area

Habi tat |nformation

Public Land
Qceurrence

Noti ce of
Scientific Plant Revi ew
Speci es Nane Category 2/
Astragal us tegetaroides 2
Cal ochortus | ongebarbatus var. 2
[ ongebar bat us
Cypri pedi um nontanum 2
Eri ogonum cusi cki i 1
Eri ogonum proci duum 1
Eri ogonum sp./sp. nov. i ned. 1
Lomat i um pecki anum 1
Pl eur opogan oreganus 1*
Ror i ppa columbiae 2
Thel ypodi um brachycar pum 2

1/ As published in "Endangered and Threatened Wldlife and Plants:

Dry, gravelly soils associated with ponderosa pine

Streanside riparian areas, internmttently wet
areas, aspen groves

Streanside riparian areas, undisturbed duff under
ponderosa pine canopy

Shal I ow, rocky vol canic soils associated with
sagebrush and juni per vegetation types

Variable soils, vegetation types range from big
and | ow sagebrush to conifer/nountain shrub

VWite tuffaceous hills associated with sagebrush

Rocky slopes and flats associated with ponderosa
pi ne

Not avail abl e
Mi st sandy soils, intermttently flooded areas

Margins of inland |ake basins and al kali neadows

or Threatened Species" Federal Register Vol. 45 No.242 12/15/1980

2/ Category 1 = sufficient biological

Category 2

1* = Possibly extinct. Categories are subject to change as new information becomes avail abl e.

None confirmed

None confirmed

None confirmed

Al ot nent 400

Al lotments 103,
1307 and 517

State |ands

wi thin Al otnment
600. Potential
sites on public
[ands wthin

Al otments 600
and 215

None confirmed

None confirmed
None confirmed

None confirned

Review of Plant Taxa for Listing as Endangered

justification exists for listing as Endangered or Threatened status;
further study is needed to determine if biological justification for listing exists.




SO LS

Soils in the EI'S area have been surveyed and described in Oegon’s Long-Range
Requirenents for Water (Lindsay et al. 1969; Lovell et al. 1969; Cahoon and

Simonson 1969). A summary of the soil units and their properties appears as
Appendi x H.

The EIS area has been divided into seven soil groupings, as shown on Figure
2-3, General Soils. Location of soil groups relevant to allotnents may be
seen by conparing Figure 2-3 with Figure I-1. Appendix | contains a list of

soil units within the mapping divisions.

The Basin Land and Terrace soils (12 percent of the total land acreage within

allotments surveyed ) are generally deep and well drained. The Al kali
Affected soils (3 percent) have excessive levels of exchangeable sodium
whi ch make these soils generally unfavorable for plant growth. The Poorly

Drai ned soils (3 percent) occur in marshes and the |owest parts of basins.
The Sandy soils (8 percent) are susceptible to wind erosion. The Ashey soils
(1 percent) have formed from pumice from vol canic eruptions which created
Crater Lake and Newberry Crater. The Vol canic soils (58 percent) are the
most extensive, and are stony and shal | ow. The Very Shal l ow and Very Stony
soils (15 percent) are naturally low in productivity.

Erosion in the EIS area was determi ned by neasuring soil surface factors
(SSFs) (see G ossary) during Phase | of BLM's Watershed Conservation and
Devel opment inventory (see Appendix J for nethodol ogy). The SSF rating
obtained for each area sanpled falls into one of five erosion condition
classes. The erosion condition class is a neasure of an area s present state
of erosion. Tabl e 2-4 shows erosion condition class acreages for the EI'S
ar ea.

Table 2-4 Summary of Present Erosion Condition

Eros ion Condition Present Condition
d ass (acres) percent )

St abl e 120, 216 3.7

Slight 1,361,415 42.5

Moder at e 1,606,403 50.1

Critical 118, 126 3.7

Severe 0 0
3,206,160 100.0

Source : UsDl, BLM 1979
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WATER RESOURCES

The water resources of the area lie within the Klamath River and Goose and
Sunmer Lakes wat er sheds.

Water Quantity

Snowmelt in spring and early sumer provides the major part of runoff for
perenni al streans. During the renminder of the year, groundwater and
subsurface flow are the major contributors to streanflow Nearly all the
streams in the <closed basin Goose and Summer Lakes watershed are
intermttent. These flowonly for brief periods as a result of snowmelt or
rainfall in which the intensity exceeds the capability of the soil to absorb
wat er (Branson et al. 1972).

Annual yields fromthe area usually range fromO0.5 to 5 inches per acre. The
total annual yield from public |ands averages 328,607 acre-feet per year
(Pacific Northwest River Basins Conmission 1970; California Region Framework
Study Conmittee 1970).

Water on public lands is used mainly by livestock, wildlife and fish. The
sources of water are streans, reservoirs, springs and wells. Over 90 percent
of water on private land is used for irrigation.

G oundwat er resources are found in alluvial deposits in valley areas and in
volcanic rock nmmterials. Studies made prior to 1970 indicated that
groundwat er wi thdrawal did not exceed the natural recharge in the watersheds
(Oregon State Water Resources Board 1971; Pacific Northwest River Basins
Conmi ssion 1970, Appendix V). Since that time, groundwater w thdrawals have
increased in the Fort Rock-Christnas Valley area. Technical studies to
determine the effects of current withdrawals on the groundwater supply are in
process.

Water CQuality

G oundwater quality is generally good; dissolved solids are usually less than
1,000 nilligranms per liter (mg/l) in the Goose and Summer Lakes watershed and
| ess than 100 mg/l in the Klamath River wat ershed. In the Goose and Sunmer
Lakes watershed, excessive arsenic, sodium boron and fluoride cause problens

in some places (Pacific Northwest River Basins Conmission 1970; Oregon State
Water Resources Board 1971).

According to the Oregon Departnent of Environnental Quality (ODEQ 1976a,
1976b), the instream water quality in the Klamath River and Goose and Summer
Lakes drainages generally meets the established standards for the State with
the follow ng exceptions:

L Water tenperature - tenperatures above 64°F are common from June to

Septenber as a result of solar heating, often on dimnishing flows and
unshaded streans.
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2. Turbidity - snowmelt adds silt to streans. Al gal bl oons occcurring
during low flows in the summer and fall also increase turbidity.

3. Fecal coliform bacteria - the standard of 1,000 counts per 100
mlliliters 1is occasionally exceeded, wth high concentrations occurring
during periods of surface runoff.

Appendi x K shows the ranges for tenperature, dissolved oxygen, fecal
coliforms, pH and turbidity for six stations in or near the EIS area.

W LD HORSES

Al'l unbranded and uncl ained horses in the EIS area as of Decenmber 15, 1971
are considered wild, free roanmng horses as defined in The WIld Horse and
Burro Act (Public Law 92-195). Two herd managenent areas, as shown in
Figure 2-4 and discussed in Table 2-5, currently contain the wild horses in
the EIS area. There were also six horses counted in 1979 (first observed in
1973) in the Browns Valley Area of Allotment 103. Approximately 28 niles of
fences within the Paisley Desert Herd Managenent Area restrict the novenent
of horses. These fences generally do not cause injuries because the horses
have becone accustonmed to fence |ocations. See the WIld Horse Herd
Managenent Plans on file at the Lakeview District Ofice for additional
information concerning the wild horses in the EIS area.

Table 2-5 WIld Horse Herd Managenent Areas

Herd Management Horses Count ed Al l ot ments Condition of

Area 1979 1981 I nvol ved 1/ the Horses

Pai sl ey Desert 184 215 400, 103 CGood,
reproductive

Beatys Butte 305 170 2/ 600 Good,
reproductive

1/ Herd Managenent Areas are located only in portions of the [listed
al | ot ment s.

2/ In January-February 1981, 272 horses were gathered in the Beatys Butte
Herd Management Area.
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W LDLI FE

Ani mal s di scussed are those whose habitat and resulting popul ations would be
significantly changed by the proposed action or alternatives. Data for nule
deer, pronghorn antel ope, bighorn sheep, water-associated birds, upland ganme
birds and fish are summarized in Table 2-6. A conplete species list with
general habitat relationships is published in Wldlife of the Pacific
Nort hwest (Guenther and Kucera 1978). A nore detailed discussion of wildlife
is available at the Lakeview District Ofice.

Mountain lion, bobcat and coyote are not discussed because popul ations are
not expected to change significantly as a result of the proposed action or
alternatives.

Crucial habitat is a small part of an aninal's range or habitat that contains
special qualities or features which are essential for the aninal’s existence.
Due to its scarcity, water and associated vegetation is crucial habitat for
most species. Meadows and riparian vegetation along perennial and intermt-
tent streans, wetlands, edges of reservoirs, seeps, springs and overflows at
livestock troughs are very inportant sources of food, water and cover. Acres
of crucial riparian habitat in various condition classes are listed in Table
2-7. The follow ng photographs illustrate good and poor wildlife habitat in
riparian areas. Sone ot her exanples of crucial habitat are winter food and
cover for deer, sage grouse strutting grounds and spawning gravel for fish.

In general, the greatest nunbers and kinds of wildlife are found in areas
with the highest habitat diversity. Habitat diversity refers to the mxture
or variety of land forms, vegetation and water. I nterspersion of vegetation
types increases habitat diversity. Sagebrush adjacent to seeded grass
i ncreases habitat diversity around the perineter of the seeding (edge
ef fect). A variety of plant species also increases habitat diversity. A
seedi ng which also contains perennial forbs, shrubs and trees has higher
habitat diversity than a seeding donminated by crested wheatgrass. Structure,

or the physical aspects of vegetation, can increase habitat diversity. Sone
exanpl es are clunps of high grass in a grazed meadow, several age classes of
aspen along a stream and snags.

Habitat diversity can be correlated with the range condition described in the
vegetation sect ion. Vegetation types with good range condition would have
greater habitat diversity than sinmlar areas in poor or fair condition.
Seedi ngs are an exception since they usually have very |ow habitat diversity
al t hough they are rated in good range condition. Wildlife habitat in
riparian areas rated as good has much higher habitat diversity than areas
rated poor (see photos and Table 2-7.)
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Table 2-6 Data on Wldlife in the EIS Area

Ani mal or Ani nmal

G oups

Mul e Deer

Pronghorn Antel ope

Bi ghorn Sheep

Wat er - Associ ated Birds

Upl and Gane Birds

Fish 1/

1/ See Table 2-8

Sour ce: UsDlI

BLM Lakeview District,

Habi t at
(Public Acres)

Crucial Range
Noncruci al Range

Cr uci al
Noncr uci al

Range
Range

Year -1 ong Range

Crucial Wetl ands
Noncruci al Wetl ands
Bi pari an

Upl and Habi t at

65 Stream M| es
Excel | ent
Good
Fair
Poor
Unknown

305, 000
770, 000

96, 700
815, 000

35, 000

13, 000
50, 000

621
900, 000

e e e e
oo w
oo o

Table 2-7 Existing Condition of WIldlife
Ri parian Areas and Stream M| es

1/ Riparian inventory nethodol ogy shown in Appendix L.

Sour ce: UsDlI

Ri pari an

Condition 1/ Acres

Excel | ent 0
Good 28
Fair 163
Poor 115
Unknown 388

BLM Lakeview District,

2-33

Ri parian
Stream
M1 es

0
4
34
16
52

Popul ati on

Resi dent 4,800-5,200
M gratory 55, 700
Resi dent 3, 100
M gratory 700
Resi dent 10- 15
M gratory 10-25
Mbderate to

Abundant

Low

Trout are scarce

to conmon on public
| ands.

Bur eau Pl anni ng Docunents

Habitat in

1979 Riparian Inventory



Ml e Deer

Mil e deer are found throughout the EI S area. Popul ations are increasing and
are about 20 percent above Oregon Departnent of Fish and WIldlife objectives
in the Silver Lake, Fort Rock and Wagontire Managenent Units (ODFW 1980).
Wthin the last 5 years, deer nurnbers in Warner, Beattys Butte and Juni per
Managenent Units have been increasing; however, ODFW has not set herd size
objectives, Populations in the Klamath Falls and Interstate Management Units
are about 30 percent bel ow ODFW obj ecti ves. Public lands are used by about
53,000 deer during the wi nter when snow forces them out of higher elevations
(Figures 1-1 and 2-5). Food and cover provided by crucial winter habitat are
especially inportant because the deer's fat reserves decrease during the
Wi nter. Wnter ranges are the first areas to greenup in the spring. The
spring greenup of grasses on public lands is needed by deer to inprove their
weakened condition.

About 4,000 deer summer on public lands, primrily in the Warner Lakes
Resource Area. Most deer in the EI'S area use private or National Forest
| ands during the sunmer. Summer and early fall forage is inportant because
it increases fat reserves needed to sustain deer through the winter.

Predation, housing devel opments and |ivestock grazing have been in conflict

with deer nmanagenent. Coyote predation on fawns has been high. Housi ng
devel opnents in Klamath County and northern Lake County have encroached on
Wi nter ranges. Spring/summer |ivestock grazing on public |ands reduces

forage and cover available to deer. Significant early season conpetition for
the spring greenup occurs whenever |ivestock are continuously allowed to
graze deer winter range prior to md-April. Some seedings, water devel op-
ments, juniper chainings and grazing systens have inproved habitat for deer.

Pronghorn Antel ope

Antel ope prefer flat or rolling terrain in the |ow sagebrush vegetation type
(Figures 2-1 and 2-5). Popul ations have generally been stable. Exi sting
livestock fences do not appear to be limting population |evels. Seedi ngs,
wild fire and |ivestock water devel opnments have inproved antel ope habitat.
Dense stands of big sagebrush have been converted to |ow growi ng herbaceous
vegetation which is preferred by antel ope.

California Bighorn Sheep

A total of 10 bighorn sheep were released near Abert Rimduring 1974-1977.
Reest abl i shnent appears to have been successful. Li vestock do not use the
steep, rugged Abert Rim consequently forage conpetition is not a problem
Bi ghorn sheep from Hart Muntain National WIldlife Refuge are occasionally
observed in the the Blue Joint Lake area and on Orijana Rim  See Figure 2-5
for location of bighorn sheep range.
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Upl and Game Birds

Sage grouse are widely scattered over the EIS area primarily in the | ow
sagebrush type (Figure 2-1). Popul ations are low, reflecting a downward
trend over the past 20 years. Thirty-eight strutting grounds and associated
nesting areas have been located (Figure 2-5). Additional strutting grounds
are suspected to exist but their exact |ocation is undeternined. Storut t ing
grounds and nesting areas are crucial habitat because grouse mate each year
in these natural clearings in the sagebrush. Most nesting occurs within 2
mles of a strutting ground. Upland neadows are crucial habitat because they
supply insects and succulent forbs to young birds (Savage 1969). Sage grouse
use sagebrush extensively for food and cover.

Chukar partridge are the npst comon gane bird in the area. Chukar s
concentrate in steep, rocky areas adjacent to streams and water devel opnents.

California quail are closely associated with riparian areas along streans on
public |ands. (Figure 2-2). However , nost popul ations are found on private
lands. Low popul ations are scattered throughout the area.

Smal | popul ations of blue grouse and mountain quail are found primarily in
the mountain shrub/conifer vegetation type in the Lost River Resource Area
(Figure 2-1).

Wt er - Associ ated Birds

Approximately 80 species of birds use the area’s wetlands during migration or
for nesting. Some representative species are the Canada goose, nallard,
pintail, snipe, greater sandhill crane, killdeer and long-billed curlew
MIllions of birds feed and rest in Klamath Basin, Summer Lake State Game
Managenment Area and \Warner Vall ey. In conparison with State and private
lands, relatively little feeding and nesting habitat is found on public
| ands. Approximately 12,700 public acres are periodically inundated and
provi de crucial nesting or feeding habitat. Somre exanpl es of nesting areas
on public lands are the potholes at the north end of Warner Valley, G easer
Lake area, Gerber Reservoir, nearby potholes and snmall reservoirs (Figure
2-5). Habitat condition for nesting on public lands is often poor because
residual cover heights after livestock grazing are too |ow for good nesting
cover the follow ng spring. About 50,000 acres of wetlands are pernanant
open water and not accessible to livestock. Some exanples are Abert Lake and
Sunmer Lake which are used primarily by mgrating birds for resting.

Q her Mammals, Other Birds, Reptiles and Anphibians

Approxi mately 225 of these species inhabit the EI'S area. Representative
species include the black-tailed jackrabbit, beaver, ravens, golden eagle,
western rattlesnake and spotted frog. Some species such as the beaver are

found in specific habitat types; others, such as the deer nouse, are
wi despread over the EIS area. Hi ghest species diversity occurs in riparian
areas (Figure 2-2).
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Fi sh

Condition of fish habitat on the public lands is displayed in Tables 2-6 and
2-8. The present poor and fair streamcondition is largely the result of
irrigation, livestock grazing and flooding. Water wthdrawal and rel ease for
irrigation causes fluctuating stream flows which disrupts fish production.
Irrigation return flows degrade water quality by increasing water tenpera-
tures, sediments and pollutants. Li vestock renove riparian vegetation and
tranple streambanks result ing in silt at ion, loss of cover and increased water
tenperatures. Periodic flooding and ice scouring renmoves riparian vegetation
along streams such as Deep Creek and the Chewaucan River.

Twenty-two reservoirs/lakes ranging in size from5 to 4,000 acres are on
public |ands. Sonme are periodically stocked with trout by ODFW others
support a warmwater fishery (bass, crappie, cat fish, etc. ).

Thr eat ened, Endangered and Sensitive Animals

Those wildlife species deternmined by the Secretary of the Interior to be
threatened with extinction are on the “endangered species” list published in
the Federal Register (44 FR 12: 3544, 1979).

The Anerican peregrine falcon is classified as endangered throughout its

range. Four sightings were made in 1978 involving at |east three adult
bi rds. Nesting is suspected because peregrines were observed near good
nesting habitat during the breeding season. However, nesting inventories

during 1978 and 1979 failed to |ocate a nest.

The bald eagle is classified as threatened in O egon. Nesting has occurred
at four known sites on public lands. Two nests were active during 1979.
Approximately 25 to 30 bald eagles winter in the vicinity of Silver Lake. A
roost has been located on adjacent Forest Service |ands.

The western snowy plover and kit fox are classified by Oregon as threatened
(ODFW 1977). Approxi mately 600 plovers inhabit the EIS area primarily at
Summer Lake and Lake Abert. Popul ations appear healthy. Habi tat suitable
for kit fox occurs in the EI'S area, however no sightings have been nade.

The Warner sucker, Foskett Springs dace and the Hutton Springs Tui Chub are
managed by the BLM as sensitive species and are on the Oregon State List of
Protected Species (ODFW 1981). Their populations are small and restricted to
l[imted habitats in the EI'S area. Irrigation diversions, water w thdrawals
and channelizat ion on private lands are najor factors in the decline of the
War ner sucker. Each spring, Warner sucker adults in Crunmp and Hart Lakes
enter adjacent streans to spawn. Irrigation divers ions have been a major
obstacle to spawning fish. In addition to the nmigratory fish entering the
streanms to spawn, there are resident populations in each stream Sucker s
occur on public lands in Deep Creek, Honey Creek, Snyder Creek, Fifteen Mle
Creek, Twelve MIle Creek (Honey Drainage) and Twelve MIle Creek (Twenty Mle
Dr ai nage) . Fencing projects presently under construction will elimnate
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Table 2-8 Fish Habitat Condition and Estimated Trend

Public
Stream Presentl/  Estimated
Stream Miles  Allotments Condition Trend Species Comment s
Barnes Valley Cr. 4.0 882 ? ? RB, 5D Intermittent water flow
Bear Creek «5  Unalloted ) ? RB,BR,TC,SD, Intermittent water flow
Ben Hall Creek 1.0 885 ? ? BG,SD,RB,LB,BC,YP Intermittent water flow
Buck Creek 3.8 704, Unalloted Poor/Fair ? Ri\,BR,TC,SD Law water flow, irrigation diversions, heavy livestock
grazing
Bridge Creek 1.7 701, Unalloted Poor/Fair ? RB,BR,TC,SD Low water flow, irrigation diversions, heavy livestock
grazing

Camas Creek 4.5 202,206 ? ? RB,TC,SD Low flows, silting, high water temperature
Chewaucan R 3.1 412 Fair ? BB,RB,BT,BR,SD,TC Ice scouring and cemented spawning gravels
crane Creek .3 1307 Fair ?
Deep Creek 8.0 201,208 ? ? RB,TC,SD,WS Low flow, high water temperature
Dicks Creek .9 1306 Poor Down
Drakes Creek 1.7 202,206 Poor/Fair ? RR,TC,SD Catastrophic flooding from dam failure in 1979
Guano Creek .3 600 ? ? CcT
Fifteen Mile Creek 3.0 211 Good/Excel ? RR,TC,SD Livestock excluded from Warner sucker habitat
Honey Creek 2.6 517 Fair ? RB,TC,SD,WS Livestock excluded from Warner sucker habitat
Lost River, E. Branch 5.0 890,891 Good Up CT,SD Existing exclosure improving trout habitat
Loveless Creek .5 1305 ? ?
Miller Creek 5.0 882,885 Poor Static RB, SD Intermittent water flow
Moss Creek .8 407 Fair ? SD, TC Livestock trailing in creek
Rock Creek 2.0 888 7 ? RB,SD Low flows, high water temperature
Silver Creek 1.8 700 Good ? RB,BR,TC,SD Heavy livestock grazing and recreation use
Silver Creek, W.F. 17 700 Fair ? RB,BR,TC,SD Heavy Livestock grazing and recreation use
Snyder Creek 1.6 502,517 Poor ? RB,TC,SD,WS Livestock excluded from Warner sucker habitat
Twelve Mile Creek

(Honey Cr. drainage) 2.5 502,519 Good ? RB,TC,SD,WS Livestock excluded from 2.4 miles
Twelve Mile Creek

(Twenty Mile drainage} 3.0 211 Good/Excel ? RB,TC,SD,WS Livestock excluded from Warner sucker habitat
Twenty Mile Creek .7 211 Good/Excel ? RB,TC,SD,WS
Willow Creek 2.1 405 Poor Up $D,TC Loss of riparian vegetation and spring flooding limit

Key to Symbols

fish production; existing exclosure improving habitat

? Undetermined or Unknown

BB Brown Bullhead
BC Slack Crappie
BG Bluegill

BR Brook Trout

CT Cutthroat Trout TC Tu1 chub
LB Largemouth Bass YP Yellow Perch
RB Rainbow or Redband Trout WS Warner Sucker

SD Speckled Dace

1/ Condition class definitions and criteria for evaluating stream condition are shown in Appendix M. Where more than one condition class is shown
this 1ndicates portions of the stream are 1in two condition classes.

Source: USDI, BLH, Lakeview District, 1978 Stream Survey
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livestock from many sections of sucker habitat on public lands (Table 2-8 and

Figure 1-2). A few thousand Foskett Springs dace occupy a very small spring
on private |and. Li vestock on surrounding public |and have access to this
spring. A much smal | er popul ation of dace is found in a nearby spring on
public land. Livestock use of this spring is excluded by an exclosure fence.
The total habitat of the Hutton Springs Tui Chub is on private land and
entirely fenced from surrounding public |and.

RECREATI ON

Devel oped recreation sites on public land include Gerber Reservoir, Crack-
i n-the-Gound, Sunstone Area, H ghway Well, Duncan Reservoir and five hunter
canps in the western portion of the EIS area. A number of other primtive
sites offer opportunities for canping and picnicking.

Sone recreation areas are formally designated or withdrawn for speci al
managenent . Wthin the EIS area, these recreation nanagenent areas include
Sunstone rockhound area and Abert Rim scenic area.

Hunting opportunities exist for big game, upland gane, waterfow and other

speci es. High quality hunting opportunities occur at \Warner Lakes, Drakes
Flat, Coyote Hills, Colvin Tinmbers and Fish Creek Rim Trout fishing occurs
in perennial streans and reservoirs throughout the EI S area. Cer ber

Reservoir and Honey Creek offer high quality fishing opportunities.

General sightseeing is often referred to as driving for pleasure and is
associated with travel along established roadways. Based on BLM records of
traffic counts along mnor roads in the EIS area, an estinmated 6,600 visitor
days annual ly of general sightseeing were attributed to public lands within
the EIS area. Mny people visit public lands with specific sightseeing goals
or may sightsee while participating in other activities. A nunber of areas
attract botanic, geologic, zoologic, scenic, archeologic, historic and
cultural sightseeing use. Exanples of high quality sightseeing opportunities
include Crack-in-the-Gound, Abert RRm Fort Rock, Aspen Lake, and Deep,
M1l er and Camas Creek Canyons.

Hi gh quality opportunities also exist for waterskiing (Crump and Hart Lakes),
riding ORVs (sand dunes), hiking/backpacking (Deep Creek Canyon, Abert and
Fish Creek Rims), cross country skiing (Deep Creek vicinity) and hang gliding
(Stukel Mountain, Doughtery Slide and Abert Rimj.

Table 2-9 shows the estimated current and projected recreational visitor use
for the EIS area. O the total visitor use in the EIS area, about 11 percent
is attributable to public |and.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
The BLM has a cultural resource inventory program conposed of three classes

of inventory (BLM Manual 8111). Mnor et al. (1979) conducted a O ass |
existing data inventory to review and sumarize existing cultural resource
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Table 2-9 Estinmated Current and Projected
Recreational Visitation to the Lakeview EI S Area

Total Annual Demand Proj ection-1990

Recreat i onal Area-Wde Use (1975-77) Visitor Days Attributed Vi si t or Days/Yearl/
Activity Visits Visitor Days to Public Land Tot al BLM
Hunt i ng 26, 428 85, 831 21,978 95, 272 24, 396
Fi shing No Data No Dat a 8,796 No Data 9,764

Gener al

Si ght seei ng 667, 636 111, 440 6, 625 123, 698 7,354
RV Use 2/ 140, 718 42,991 11, 844 47,720 13, 147
Canpi ng 267,928 312,582 8, 397 346, 966 9,321
Pi cni cki ng 3/ 120, 347 16, 047 1,712 17,812 1,900
Hi ki ng 63, 623 19, 167 1,395 21, 275 1,548
Hor seback Riding 51, 632 15, 530 945 17, 238 1,049
Pl easure Wl ki ng 432, 855 6, 322 3,784 7,017 4,200
Col lecting 4/ 5,714 5,714 5,714 6, 343 6, 343
O her 36,019 10, 805 1,095 11,994 1,215
Tot al 1,812,900 626, 429 72,285 695, 335 80, 237

1/ Visitor use projections to 1990 are based upon an estimted 11 percent increase in the
popul ations of K amath and Lake Counties from 1974 to 1990 (Portland State University 1976).
Oregon Departnent of Transportation (1976) also forecasts an 11 percent increase for
recreational visitation in Lake County from 1975 to 1990.

2/ ORV use in the Warner Lakes Resource Area is |low or unquantifiable.

3/ Picnicking use in the High Desert and Lost River Resource Areas is |ow or unquantifiable.

4/ Collecting use in the High Desert and Lost River Resource Areas is |ow or unquantifiable.

Sour ce: USDl, BLM 1979c.




infornmation to depict human use and occupation of the area from prehistoric

times to the present. Al recorded cultural resource sites were identified
through a conpilation of the existing data for the Lakeview EI S area.

Class Il field sanpling inventories are undertaken to provide a data base for
meki ng an objective estinmate of the nature and distribution of sites within
the study area. Cass Il inventory requirenents, outlined in the Program

mati ¢ Menorandum of Agreenent anong the BLM Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and National Conference of State Hi storic Preservation Oficers,
dated January 14, 1980, were nodified for the EIS area and found acceptable

by the Oregon State Historic Preservation Oficer. In their Cass Il
inventory in Christmas Lake Valley, Toepal et al. (1980) utilized field
survey nethods based upon a systematic interval sanpling schene. Thi s

resulted in intensive survey coverage of 9,785 public land acres.

Class Il intensive field inventories are undertaken prior to BLM actions
which would result in ground disturbance or |and ownershi p changes. The
objective of a Cass IlIl inventory is to identify and record all cultural
resource sites wthin a specified area. Class IIl intensive field
inventories have been performed on 42,504 acres within the EIS area.

Prehistoric Sites

Wiile little of the area has been thoroughly surveyed, 772 archeologic sites
and nunerous isolated finds have been docunmented as being within the Lakeview
El'S area. Table 2-10 categorizes the 772 known archeologic sites into seven
broad site types.

Tabl e 2-10 Categorization of Archeologic Sites

Rock St one Rock
Count v Open  Shelters Structures Art Quarry Burials Trail
Har ney 9 2 0 1 1 0 0
Kl amat h 26 1 20 4 0 0 0
Lake 546 31 22 89 16 3 1
TOTALS 581 34 42 94 17 3 1

About 79 percent of the known prehistoric sites within the EIS area are on or
i nclude | and admi nistered by the BLM Because of the lack of data to
adequately evaluate these sites, significance ratings have not been assigned.
In this area where little information is available, all known sites are
significant to some extent.
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Four archeologic sites and one district in south-central Oregon are on the
National Register of Hstoric Places (see G ossary):

Abert Lake Petroglyph Site (BLM)

G easer Petroglyph Site (BLM)

Fort Rock Cave (Private)

Picture Rock Pass Petroglyph Site (BLM)
East Abert Lake Archeol ogic District (BLM)

GgRELONE

The BLM has also identified 11 sites as potentially eligible for the National
Regi ster:

1. Gerber Reservoir District 7. Long Lake Petroglyph District
2. Lost River/Duncan Spring District 8. May Lake Archeologic District
3. Bunpheads District 9. Fish Creek Rim Archeol ogic

4. Connley Caves District

5. Five Mle Butte Caves 10. Lucky Reservoir Site

6. Lake Abert Area 11. Twenty Mle Slough Site

Determnations of eligibility for these sites under 36 CFR 1202 would be made
prior to ground disturbance or |and ownership changes which woul d affect the
sites (36 CFR 800. 4).

The potential archeologic site density for the EIS area is suspected to be

hi gh. Sone areas intensively used by prehistoric people (e.g. Christmas
Val l ey, Fort Rock Valley, Silver Lake) have a known density of about 60 sites
per square mle. A density of nore than 10 sites per square nile can be

expected in nuch of Lake and eastern Klamath Counties (Oregon Departnent of
Transportation 1978). Due to the lack of sufficient inventory data, however,
only general trends can be used to predict site locations and density. In
general, site distribution can be correlated to certain environnental
features and resource availability. Areas with water, game, edible plants
and rock for tools often contain sites. Archeologic sites are frequently
found at springs, drainages, neadows and old |akeshores and |akebeds. Upland
pl at eau areas contain numerous sites, but they are usually snaller and nore
concentrated than |ow and sites.

Hi storic Sites

The vastness and isolation of south-central O egon have played an inportant
part in shaping the region's history. Fur trade, exploration, Indian-white
relations, mning, cattle raising, overland mgration, settlement, land
specul ati on and townsite devel opnment were characteristic activities of the
historic period. Transportation, lunbering and farming contributed to the
econoni ¢ devel opnent of the area. Wiile parts of the EIS area have had
limted historical activity, other areas such as Goose Lake and the Kl amath
Basin produced a fairly substantial record of events.

Tabl e 2-11 categorizes the 166 known historic sites on or near public |ands
into nine broad site types according to the activities which took place at
each site. Sone sites have been listed twice as nore than one main activity
occurred there.
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Tabl e 2-11 Categorization of Historic Sites

Site Type Nunber Site Type Nunber
Wagon Road/ Mlitary and/or 7
Emi gr ant Trail 14 Scientific
Settl| ement 67 Cenetery 3
Post O ficel Sawni | | 4
Townsite 32
Agriculture 36
M ni ng 2
Gover nment 4

A great mpjority of the known sites require further docunentation involving
site exam nation and evaluation. Three portions (about one-quarter nile) of

the Oregon Central MIlitary Wagon Road on public land are currently on the
National Register of Historic Places.

Pal eontologic Sites

Vertebrate and certain invertebrate fossils are protected within the scope of
the Antiquities Act. Wiile the EIS area has not been thoroughly surveyed,
certain fossils (including manmoth, fish, bison) are known to exist. Most
sites are on private land, and there are few data dealing with site
| ocations, significance and conditions.

The Fossil Lake locale is highly significant in North Anerica as it is a
representative site for many Pleistocene Era animals. The BLM's proposal to

designate the 30,000 acre Lost Forest-Sand Dunes-Fossil Lake area as an Area
of Critical Environnental Concern (see dossary) includes 6,560 acres in the

Fossi| Lake area.

Further information concerning the pal eontol ogic resources of Fossil Lake is
available in Elftman 1931; Howard 1946; Martin and Howe 1977; Shufel dt 1913;
and Sternberg 1884.

VI SUAL  RESOURCES

Three factors are considered in devel oping visual resource management (VRM)
obj ectives which specify the amount of nodification the natural |andscape can
sustain. These factors are the inherent scenic quality of the |andscape, the
visual sensitivity the public has for the | andscape, and the visual distance
(whether the l|andscape can be seen as foreground-mnddl eground, background, or
is seldomseen froma travel route or sensitivity area>. Exanpl es of highly
scenic areas include Abert Rim Deep Creek, Camas Creek and Twenty Mle Creek
Canyons. Public lands seen from H ghway 140, the Sunstone area and H ghway
Wel|l Recreation Site are exanples of lands highly sensitive to |andscape
modification.
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After scenic quality, sensitivity levels and distance zones are deternined,
they are conpared to determne the VRM cl asses (see {d ossary) for the area.
VRM cl asses specify managenent objectives and allow for differing degrees of
modi fication in the basic elements (form line, color, texture) of |andscape
features. The four classes are defined as follows:

Cass |: This class provides primarily for natural ecol ogical changes only.
It is applied to prinitive areas, sonme natural areas and other sinilar
situations where nanagenent activities are to be restricted.

Cass II: Wthin this class, changes in any of the basic elenents (form
line, color, texture) caused by a nmanagenment activity should not be evident
in the characteristic |andscape.

Cass Il1I: Wthin this class, changes in any of the basic elenents (form
line, color, texture) caused by a managenent activity may be evident in, but
shoul d remain subordiante to, the existing characteristic |andscape.

Cass IV:  Wthin this class, changes may attract attention and be dom nant
| andscape features but should reflect those basic elements inherent in the
characteristic |andscape.

Figure 2-6 shows VRM cl ass delineations for the Lakeview EI S area.
W LDERNESS VALUES

Under the terms of the Federal Land Policy and Managenent Act of 1976
(FLPMA), roadless areas of 5,000 acres or nore that have wilderness

characteristics are to be reviewed within 15 years for possible wlderness
desi gnati on.

After considerat ion of public comrents on the BLM wilderness review, the
Oregon State Director has announced his final decisions for public lands in
the EIS area included in the intensive wilderness inventory. As a result, 13
areas (totaling 492,440 acres) in the EI'S area were ident if ied as W/ derness
Study Areas (see dossary).

The intensive wilderness inventory and acconpanyi ng maps for O egon (USDI,
BLM 1980a) are available in the Lakeview District Ofice.

AREAS OF CRITI CAL ENVI RONMENTAL CONCERN

Areas of Critical Environnmental Concern (ACECs) are areas within the public
| ands where special managenent attention is required to protect and prevent
irreparabl e damage to important historic, cultural or scenic values; fish and
wildlife resources; or other natural systems or processes; or to protect life
and safety fromnatural hazards (FLPMA Sect ion 103(a) ). Desi gnation of an
area as an ACEC does not necessarily preclude devel opment but rather ensures
the protection of sensitive values in those cases where appropriate devel op-
ment may take place. Prior to designat ion, site-specific managenent
prescriptions are devel oped for each proposed ACEC. Fol | owi ng designat i on,
activity plans are prepared to translate the special nmanagenment requirenents
into on-going on-the-ground inplement at ion act ions.
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O the eight areas nominated for ACEC consideration during the Lakeview
District's planning process (see Table 2-12, page 2-57), two have been
proposed for designation (Devil's Garden Lava Beds, Lost Forest-Sand
Dunes- Fossi| Lake). The remai ning six areas were found not to neet the
criteria of relevance and importance, as described in the August, 1980 Final
Gui delines for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (USDI, BLM 1980b).

SPECI AL AREAS

In 1972, about 8,960 acres of the Lost Forest were designated as a Research
Natural Area (see d ossary). This area, covered with pumce sand (see
Chapter 2, Soils), contains interesting geologic, botanic and zoologic
features (J.F. Franklin et al. 1973, Nature Conservancy 1978).

Three sites on public land (Lost Forest, Crunp Lake and Warner Valley) have
been identified by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service (HCRS) as

potential National Natural Landmarks (see @ ossary). The Lost Forest
Research Natural Area was recomrended by Daubenmire (1975) for Landmark
desi gnati on. Crunp Lake is a shallow, intermittent [ake and marsh with

wat erfow habitat (Goodwin and Niering 1971; Bostick and Niles 1975; Nature
Conservancy 1978). The Warner Valley/North Warner Valley area has geol ogic
significance and outstanding waterfow habitat (Ibid.). Action on a recent
proposal by the HCRS to designate parts of Warner Valley as a National
Nat ural Landmark has been suspended pending further site evaluation and
public input. Landmark designation is not a land withdrawal and woul d not
af fect ownership of a given area.

SOCI CECONOM C  CONDI TI ONS
The EIS area is located in south-central Oregon, east of the Cascade Range,
off major transportation routes and distant from the major population centers

of the Pacific Coast. The area lies mainly in Lake County, but also includes
portions of Klamath and Harney Counties as shown in Table 2-13.

Table 2-13 Distribution of Lands Managed by Lakeview District by County

Percent of Total

County Acr es County Area

Har ney 787, 522 12.1

Kl amat h 175,726 4.6

Lake 2,864,598 53.4
Tot al 3,827,846 24.5

Since the part of the EIS area in Harney County is uninhabited and used
mai nly by Lake County residents, discussion of socioeconomic conditions is
limted primarily to Lake and Klamath Counties with only incidental reference
to other areas including Harney County.
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Tabl e 2-12 Nomi nated and Proposed Areas of Critical

Proposed for
ACEC
Desi gnati on

1. Devils Garden Lava
Beds

2. Lost Forest-Sand Dunes-
Fossil Lake 1/

Nom nated but not Proposed

Environmental Concern

for ACEC Designation 2/

1. Duncan Springs

2. Aspen Lake

3. Mller Creek Canyon

4, Black Hlls

5. Crane Mountain Front

6. Alkali Lake

Appr oxi mat e Allot-
Size (acres) Descri ption Resour ce Val ues ment/s
29, 640 Uni que lava tubes, cinder CGeol ogi ¢ 907

cones and spatter cones in a
relatively recent lava flow,
forest to desert transition
zone
30, 000 Relict, isolated ponderosa Archeol ogi c, Paleonto- 103
pine stands and sand dunes | ogi ¢, Scenic,
within a low rainfall, Recreational, Research
shrub-steppe region, signifi- Natural Area
cant cultural resources
112 Large spring, native hawt- Wldlife, Vegetation 890
horne, cutthroat trout,
birds, nmamal s
480 Wde variety of vegetation Wldlife 822
within a small |ake basin
bird and mammal habitat
800 Varied habitat for many bird Wldlife 882, 884,
speci es 885
1,740 Sensitive plants Veget ati on 400
1,200 H gh fault bench, sensitive Veget ati on 1307
pl ants
160 Chem cal dunmp ground Wt er 1001
1/ The Lost Forest is currently designated a Research Natural Area (see Qd ossary).
as described in the August, 1980

2/ These areas do not meet the criteria of relevance and inportance,
Areas of Critical

Final Cuidelines for

Environnental Concern (USDI,

BLM 1980b) .




Popul ation and |ncone

Popul ation trends are shown in Table 2-14. About one-third of the population
of Lake County resides in the town of Lakeview (2,763; 1980 popul ation).

Popul ation density in the rest of the county is less than 0.5 persons per
square nmile. About three-fifths of the population of Kl amath County resides
in Klamath Falls (16,649) and the unincorporated suburb of Altanont (19,728).

Popul ation density in the rest of the county averages about two persons per
square mle.

Tabl e 2-14 Popul ation Trends, Lake and Kl amath Counties, 1960-1980

Lake County Kl anat h County
Annual Rate Annual Rate

Year_ Popul ati on of Change Popul at.i on of Change
1960 7,158 47, 475
1970 6, 343 -1.2 50, 021 0.5
1975 6, 500 0.5 54, 100 1.6
1980 7,523 3.0 59, 002 1.7
Sour ce: U S. Bureau of Census 1972, 1977, 1980a
Per sonal income in 1978 ampunted to $50,496,000 in Lake County and
$415,136,000 in Kl amath County. I ncome per capita was $7,139 and $6, 994,

respectively, as conpared with a statew de average of $8,076 (U S. Dept. of
Commer ce 1980b).

Farm ranch proprietors experience W de variations in net inconme fromyear to
year. Incone in the farmranch sector from 1973 through 1978 is shown in
Tabl e 2-15

Table 2-15 Farm Labor and Proprietors Inconme, 1973-78 1/
(Thousands of dollars)

Lake County Kl amat h County

Year Labor Proprietors Tot al Labor Proprietors Tot al

1973 1,908 3,967 5, 875 4,500 9,153 13,653
1974 1,999 1,642 3,641 4,670 9,833 14,503
1975 2,533 388 2,921 5,958 -4,214 1,744
1976 2,623 1,181 3, 804 6, 137 -3, 060 3,077
1977 3,651 - 426 3,225 8,578 -9,241 - 663
1978 3,809 2,619 6,428 8,934 1,510 10, 444

1/ Not adjusted for social insurance contributions, dividends, interest,
rent and transfer paynents.

Source: U S. Department of Conmerce 1980b
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Econom ¢ Activity

In recent years (1977-79) the labor force -- people working or |ooking for
work -- has averaged about 44 percent of the population in Lake County and
about 43 percent of the population in Klamath County as conpared with a 48
percent ratio for Oregon as a whole. Tabl e 2-16 shows | abor force and
enpl oyment data for the two counties and the State averaged over the years
1977 through 1979.

Unenpl oynent rates averaged about 8.4 percent in Lake County and 8.0 percent
in Klamath as conpared with 6.7 percent for Oregon as a whole in these years.
In Lake County, self-enployed proprietors anpbunted to over twice as large a
percent age of the labor force (18.7 percent ) as the statew de average (8.6
percent) due to the nunber of farmers and ranchers in the county.

Manuf acturing enployment as a proportion of total enployment is bel ow average

in Lake County, but above average in K anmath County. Most of the
manufacturing activity in both counties is lunber and wood products
manuf act ur e. During the years 1977-1979, enploynent in the construct ion

industry averaged 60 workers in Lake County and 713 in Kl amath County.

According to the 1978 Census of Agriculture (U S. Departnent of Conmerce
1980c) there were 306 farnms and ranches in Lake County and 904 in Kl amath
County in that year. Farns and ranches were large on the average - Lake,
2,775 acres; and Kl amath, 827 acres. A large proport i on of these farnms and
ranches were engaged in beef production - Lake, 180; and Kl anath, 485. About

Tabl e 2-16 Average Resident Labor Force and Enployment, 1977-1979
(Average nunber of workers during the 3-year period)

Lake County Kl amat h County State Total

Per cent Per cent Per cent

Item Nunber of Total Nunber of Total Nunber of Total
Resident labor force 3,063 100. 0 24, 880 100.0 1,179,600 100.0
Unenpl oynent 257 8.4 1,987 8.0 79, 300 6.7
Enp 1 oyne nt 2,807 91.6 22,893 92.0 1,100,300 93.3
Proprietors 1/ 573 18.7 2,617 10.5 102, 000 8.6
Wage and sal ary 2,233 72.9 20,277 81.5 996, 600 84.5
Manuf act uring 450 14.7 5,323 21. 4 217,000 18. 4
Non- manufacturing 1,783 58.2 14,0953 60.1 779, 600 66.1

1/ Derived as difference between total enploynent and wage and sal ary enpl oy-
ment and workers involved in |abor-managenent disputes.

Source:  Oregon Departnent of Human Resources 1978, 1979, 1980
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hal f of those with cattle (including dairy cows) had |ess than 100 animals,
but ranches with 100 or more accounted for about 90 percent of the cattle in
each county as shown in Table 2-17

Table 2-17 Cattle and Calves by Herd Size Cass, 1978
(Nunber on farm (ranch) on Decenber 31)

Lake County

Far ns Ani mal s
Herd Size Nunber % Tot al Nunber % Tot al
1-19 36 17.0 315 0.3
20-99 60 28.3 3,179 3.3
100- 499 69 32.5 16, 815 17.5
500 or nore AT 22.2 76,103 78.9
Tot al 212 100.0 96,412 100.0

Kl amath County
Far ns Ani mal s
Herd Si ze Nunber % Tot al Nunber % Tot al

1-19 185 31.1 1, 687 1.6
20-99 201 33.8 9, 338 8.8
100- 499 162 27.2 35,077 33.1
500 or nore 47 7.9 59,758 56.5
Tot al 595 100.0 105, 860 100. 0

Source: U S. Departrment of Commerce 1980

Tabl e 2-18 shows the value of agricultural sales from 1974 through 1978.

These amounts represent the gross annual production value of all comodities
and services used in agriculture. Livestock production accounts for the bulk
of agricultural gross sales value in Lake County. In Klamath County,

l'ivestock production is approximtely equaled by crop production consisting
mainly of grain, potatoes, and hay.

Table 2-18 Value of Agricultural Products Sold, 1974-1978
(Thousands of dollars)

Lake County Kl amath County
Year Li vest ock Crops Livestock  Crops
1974 6, 876 2,691 20, 230 28, 640
1975 10, 920 2,621 23,339 23,709
1976 8, 322 4,134 21,704 23,279
1977 9,135 3, 304 20, 691 21,092
1978 13,213 3,883 24,022 25,776

Source: Oregon State University, Extension Service, Conmodity
Data Sheets, 1979.
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The business of |ivestock product ion creates additional local sales activity
t hrough the purchases of ranchers and their business associ ates. A portion
of these gross sales are earned by individuals as personal income. Estinates
of the relationships of ranchers’ sales to total gross sales and to personal
i ncone generated have been obtained frominter-industry nodels for these
counties devel oped by the Forest Service for the year 1977 (USDA, FS 1980).
(See Appendix N.) Applying these estimates to 1978 |ivestock sales figures,
the total gross sales generated locally by livestock producers in 1978 is
estimated at about $31 million in Lake County and about $52 million in
Kl amat h County.

Local personal incone generated by these gross sales in 1978 was $7.4 nillion
in Lake County and $12.5 million in Klamath County or about $20.0 million in
total.

Econom ¢ Significance of Public Rangel and Resources

The followi ng sections describe the economc inportance of public rangel and
resources in terms of: users ' forage needs, ranch property values, and
financial viability; and local incone and |ocal enploynent dependent upon
public land grazing, wldlife and recreat ional uses.

Dependence of Users on BLM Grazing Permts

In 1979, 145 operators wth 83,965 cattle (or equivalent) held grazing
permits or |eases on public lands in the EIS area. The total anount of
forage for which pernits/leases were issued (pernmitted use> in 1979 anounted
to 15.3 percent of the total annual herd forage requirenents for these herds
(17.1 percent in the Lake and Harney Counties and 6.2 percent in K amth
County).

Tabl e 2-19 shows the average dependence on forage from public |ands for
operators classified by herd size. The information in this table is based on
1979 permitted use as distinguished fromactive preference (see {dossary).
Most of the permitted use is held by the operators in larger herd size
classes in Lake and Harney Counties. Only 7 percent of permtted use is held
by Klamath County operators.

2-6 1



¢9-7

Tabl e 2-19 Operator Dependence on BLM Forage, by Herd Size dass, 1979 1/

21
Onerators Ani mal Units™ Permtted Use on Public Lands
Per cent Per cent Amount Per cent Percent of
Size of Herd Nunber of Total Nunber of Tot al (AUMs) of Total Requi renent s

LAKE AND HARNEY COUNTI ES

Under 100 13 17.1 815 1.2 1,545 1.1 15.8
100---399 19 25.0 3,969 5.7 5,712 4.0 12.0
400---999 24 31.6 13,741 19.7 26,473 18.4 16.1
1,000 & Over 20 26.3 51, 240 73.4 109, 780 76.5 17.9

Tot al 76 100.0 69, 765 100.0 143,510 100.0 17.1

KLAMATH COUNTY

Under 100 27 39.1 1,131 8.0 1, 580 15.0 11.6
100---399 31 44.9 6, 040 42.5 4,399 41. 6 6.1
400---999 10 14.5 5,813 40.9 3, 505 33.2 5.0
1,000 & Over 1 1.5 1,216 8.6 1,084 10.3 7.4

Tot al 9 100.0 14,200 100.0 10, 568 100.0 6.2

El S AREA

Under 100 40 27.6 1,946 2.3 3,125 2.0 13.4
100---399 50 34.5 10, 009 11.9 10, 111 6.6 8.4
400---999 34 23.4 19, 554 23.3 29,978 19.5 12. 8
1,000 & Over 21 14.5 52, 456 62.5 110, 864 72.0 17.6

Tot al 145 100.0 83, 965 100.0 154, 078 100.0 15.3

1/ Data pertains to livestock operators holding forage permits fromBLM within the EIS area.
Forage on National Forest and State lands is not covered.

2/ Reported livestock herds were converted to aninmal units (AU) each equivalent to one cow, one
horse, or five sheep.

3/ Represents forage use for which a pernit/lease was issued in 1979 grazing year
(3/1/79-2/29/80).



Tabl e 2-20 shows the seasonal pattern of grazing use on public lands. TUseis
heaviest in My and June and declines sharply in the fall nonths.

Tabl e 2-20 Percentage of Monthly Forage Requiremf?ts
Supplied by BLM Forage, by Herd Size Cass, 1979 —

Under 100~ 400- Over All
Mont h 100 399 999 1, 000 Qperators
Mar ch 2.0 8.3 6.0
April 5.3 4.8 16.8 19.0 16. 8
May 40.8 24.5 39.8 30.8 36.8
June 40. 8 23.5 24.0 33.0 30.0
July 34.5 15.0 15.3 22.8 20.3
August 30.3 9.5 10. 3 22.5 18. 3
Sept enber 15.5 7.5 8.3 10.5 10. 3
Cct ober 10.0 4.3 6.0 4.0 4.8
Novenber 4.0 0.5 4.8 1.5
Decenber 1.0 1.0 14.3 1.0 3.8
January 1.0 12.0 1.0 3.8
February - - 4.8 1.5 1.8
Aver age 13.4 8.4 12. 8 17.6 15.3

1/ Data is for 1979 grazing year, Mrch 1, 1979 to February 28, 1980.

BLM Grazing Licenses and Ranch Property Val ues

The Bureau of Land Management does not recognize grazing permts/|eases as
vested property rights; however, de facto effects on private asset val uation
may occur. Based on BLM file data and contract appraisal studies in the
Lakeview area, the asset value of public forage licenses is estinated to be
about $40-5%45 per AUM

Estimates of the values placed on grazing pernmts/|eases associated with
ranch properties when sold have varied widely fromthe estimte of $40-$45

per AUM given above. A recent study of ranch sales in Gant and Umatilla
Counties found no statistically valid evidence that public grazing use
affected ranch sale values (Wnter 1979). However, grazing preferences have

sold at prices ranging from $22 to $55 per AUM in southern ldaho according to
the Owhee Grazing Managenent FEIS (USDI, BLM 1980c).

Active preference in 1979 is shown in Table 2-21 for each herd size class in
total and for the average and maxi mum individual hol ding.
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Table 2-21 Active Preference by Herd Size
and by Area, 1979 Grazing Year

Herd Size Tot al AUMs Per Qper ator
d ass AUMs Aver age Maxi mum

LAKE AND HARNEY COUNTIES

Under 100 2,734 210 917
100- 399 7,713 406 1, 684
400- 999 27, 323 1,138 3, 460
1,000 or nore 116, 669 5, 833 32, 657
Tot al 154, 439 2,032 -

KLAMATH COUNTY

Under 100 1,752 65 220
100- 399 5, 544 179 977
400- 999 3, 666 367 2,655
1,000 or nore 1,162 1,162 1,162
Tot al 12,124 176 -
El S AREA

Under 100 4,486 112 917
100- 399 13, 257 265 1,684
400- 999 30, 989 911 3, 460
1,000 or nore 117, 831 5,611 32, 657
Tot al 166, 563 1,149 -

Financial Viability of Ranch Enterprises

In this discussion, reference is made to three terns which may require
expl anation: overall carrying capacity, debt service capacity and debt |oad
Overall carrying capacity is the herd size which can be prudently naintained
on the forage sources which a ranch has avail abl e. It is a concept used by
| enders in appraising a ranch for |oan purposes. Debt service capacity is
the amount of noney regularly available (cash flow) to the rancher which
could be used to nmake interest and principal paynents if any debt were
i ncurred. It represents the maxi mum amount of debt for which the rancher
could nmeet the paynments. The debt load is the relative size of debt paynents
among ot her costs
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The ability of ranch enterprises to survive the adjustnents which night be
required by a loss of grazing privileges is related to their ability to nake
the necessary payments on additional debt. A ranch free of debt is able to
borrow nore to nmake necessary adjustments in operations, but also (initially
at least), has no fixed debt paynments to be made if ranch operations nmust be
scal ed down. The greater the proportion of fixed costs such as debt paynent
in a ranch budget, the nore inflexible the operation becones because a
certain level of operation nust be sustained in order to cover the fixed
costs. Differences in debt |oads (per unit of carrying capacity) account for

a mgjor part of the differences in overall costs anong ranches of the sane
si ze.

In the absence of information on existing debt |oads, this discussion focuses

on the debt service capacity of a ranch in total rather than on any capacity
remaining after current debt service needs are net

As a neans of neasuring debt service capacity, ranch budget infornation
(presented in Appendix 0) on income and expenses is used to develop estinates
of "return above cash costs" for several ranch herd size classes. Return

above cash cost is the amount of noney available after paynment of cash costs
(See Appendix 0) to cover the support of the rancher's household, replacenent

of capital equipment (depreciation), and repaynment of interest and principa
on intermediate or long-term | oans

The estimates are presented in Table 2-22. A representative ranch with less

than 100 cows, in the Lake County portion of the EIS area for exanple, is
estimated to have about $10,200 left out of the average year's receipts to
cover househol d expenses, depreciation and non-short-termdebt. This anount

divided by annual forage requirenents (12 x herd size) is the return above
cash cost per AUM

Return above cash cost is a guide to the effect of public grazing reductions
on ranch operations, but its defects need to be kept in mnd. First, it does
not take into account the differential effects anong individual ranchers with

di fferent debt |oads. Second, it does not reflect the changes in average
costs (and returns) which may occur with substantial changes in the |evel of
oper ati ons. That is, if operations are reduced, and costs are not reduced

proportionately, then average cost per unit increases and return above cash
cost per unit will decline

Local Income and Enmployment Effects

The gross sales of ranchers holding BLM grazing pernmits/leases in the EIS
area is estimated to have been about $13.5 million annually on the average
for the years 1977-1979. These estimates represent price conditions during a
period which included the high beef price years, 1978 and 1979. G oss sales
for operator using grazing land in Lake and Harney Counties was about $10.4
mllion, and gross sales for those in Klamath County about $3.1 nillion
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Tabl e 2-22 Average Return Above Cash Costs Attributable to Forage

from Public Land and to Al Forage Sources L
(1977-79 average prices)

Amount Anount per Operator
Herd Size per AUM Public [and AI'T sources

LAKE AND HARNEY COUNTI ES

Under 100 $13.53 $ 1,600 $ 10, 200
100~---399 10. 46 3, 100 26, 200
400---999 12.55 13, 800 86, 300
1,000 or nore $11.53 63, 300 354, 500
Al sizes $22, 100 $128, 800
EI'S AREA 2/

Under 100 $13.53 $ 1,100 $ 7,900
LOO --399 10. 46 2,100 25, 100
400---999 12.55 11, 100 86, 600
1,000 or nore $11. 53 60, 900 345, 600
Al sizes $ 12,400 $ 81, 200

1/ Based upon estimates of average “Return Above Cash Cost” devel oped by
Economcs and Statistics Service (CGee 1981). (Appendi x 0)

2/ No budgetary survey data were obtained for Klamath County ranches, but it
was assuned that survey estimates for Lake and Harney County ranches were
applicable to Klamath County ranches in developing estimates for the EIS
ar ea.

Based on the estimated multiplier effect of the industry, the total gross
sal es generated anmpong all businesses in these counties by these ranchers '
deal i ngs ambunted to about $24.2 mllion annually in Lake County and $6.7
mllion in K amath County.

Estinmates of |ocal personal income derived fromthe beef raising activities
of ranchers who hold grazing pernits/|leases are presented in Table 2-23.
Based on 1978 personal incone |evels, beef production accounted for $7.4
mllion, or 15 percent of Lake County income, and $12.6 nillion, or 3.0
percent of Klamath County income. The $5.8 million generated by operators in
the EIS area in Lake County anounted to 11 percent of Lake County incone,
and the $1.6 nmillion in Klamath County anounted to 0.3 percent of that
county's incone. The portion of their forage derived from public |ands was
responsi ble for about 2 percent of the total personal income in Lake County
and 0.02 percent in Kl amath County.
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Enpl oyment  in livestock and other local industries attributable to grazing
public lands is about 94 workers. This estinmate was nmade by dividing the
incone estimates in Table 2-23 by 1978 average annual earnings in covered

enpl oynent in Lake and Kl amath Counties ($11,676) (Oregon Enployment Division
1979, 1980).

I ncome fromRecreat ional Act ivi ty

Sone |ocal economic activity is generated by hunting and fishing and by other
recreat ional acit ivi ty on public |ands. Public lands in the 1975-77 period
accommodat ed 26 percent of hunting activity, an unknown percentage of fishing
activity. and about 8 percent of the recreational acitivity in the EI S area.
(See Recreation, Table 2-9.)

In the 1975-77 period, expenditures related to hunting and fishing on public
lands in the EI'S area anmounted to about $672,000 annually. Expendi tures of
ot her recreationists using public |ands were about $356, 000 nore. Per sonal
income to local residents resulting from these expenditures anounted to about
$250, 000 per year.

Tabl e 2-23 Local Personal Incone Cenerated by Livestock

Production 1/, BLM Operators and Al Ranchers
(1977-79 average prices)

BLM Qperators

Public All All
County For age For age Ranchers
Lake 2/ $1,000,000 $5,800,000 $ 7,400,000
Klamath 100, 000 1,600,000 12,600,000
EIS Area $1,100,000 $7,400,000 $20,000,000

1/ Derived as anopunt of total personal income (direct, indirect and
i nduced) generated in the private sector by a unit increase (or
decrease) in total gross output in the agriculture sector from
inter-industry tables shown in Appendix N

2/ Includes operators with cattle operations in Harney County.

Soci al Conditions

Social conditions which mght be affected by any of the alternative
managenent plans for the EIS area are primarily those relating to the
residents of Lake and Klamath Counti es. Goups interested in these public
lands include the ranching industry, the tinmber industry, the mning
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industry, conservation groups, historical groups, archeological groups, wld
horse groups, hunting and fishing groups, other recreat ion-oriented groups
and | ocal resident groups. Use of the lands involved or their products by
people living outside the local area is generally too mnor to affect socia
condi tions.

The group nost likely to be affected is the ranching industry, or nore
properly, the ranching subculture. This group is strongly cohesive because
its menbers share a similar environment and experiences differentiated and
isolated from the rest of society. The  soci al and attitudina

characteristics of this group appear to be simlar to those discussed by
Gigsby (1976) for adjacent Harney County. That study showed that the
ranching subculture perceives itself as characterized by the traditiona

strengths and val ues associated with the “pioneer spirit”: i ndependence,
rugged individualism adaptability, practicality, and enjoynent of the
variety of types of labor and direct contact with nature which ranching
provi des. Bureau planning documents for the EIS area indicate many Lake
County ranches are owned by “old” famlies and many ranches are operated in
traditional ways. Wthin the past 10 years, nore young adults are renaining
on famly ranches, apparently to maintain a way of life. Ranchers may
mstrust the BLM and its planning process since the use of public land for
cattle product ion is an integral part of the ranch operation

A second group which may be differentiated in the local area is the rural or
smal | town population, which comprises the bulk of the remaining population
of the area. This group is generally | ess dependent on use of the public
lands in the EIS area, but tends to share the views and attitudes of the
ranch subculture as a social role nodel

A third group is the metropolitan population of Kl amath Falls. This group

being farther renoved fromthe ranch subculture is likely to place higher
priority on recreational use of public Iands
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CHAPTER 3 ENVI RONVENTAL CONSEQUENCES

[ NTRODUCTI ON

Throughout this chapter, environmental consequences (inpacts) are conpared to
the existing situation, as described in Chapter 2.

The significant inpacts resulting frominplenentation of the proposed action

and each of the alternatives are analyzed in this section. If a resource is
not affected or if the inpacts are considered insignificant, no discussion is
i ncl uded. Analysis, including the scoping process, indicates that there

woul d be no significant inmpacts upon air quality, mnerals, clinmte, geol ogy
or tinber. The Federal Land Policy and Managenent Act prohibits expanded
grazing uses or proposed range inprovenents which would inpair areas for
wi | derness preservation (see Standard Procedures and Design Elenents for
Range | nprovenents, Chapter 1).

The major actions which cause inpacts are allocation of existing and future
forage production, inplementation of grazing systems, change in period of use
and installation of range inprovenment projects. No change is expected from
the existing situation on the unalloted areas (137,844 acres); therefore,
t hese areas are not discussed further. Management of those public Iands
fenced in with and/or administered by the U S. Forest Service (approximately
1,000 acres> is not anal yzed.

The following criteria were used to deternm ne the nature and extent of
i mpacts identified:

Beneficial inpact: Resource conditions would inmprove relative to the exist-
ing situation

Adver se i npact: Resource conditions would deteriorate relative to the
exi sting situation.

No i npact: Resource conditions would remain the same as the existing
situation.
Short term The | o-year period needed to conplete the range inprove-

ment projects and inplenent grazing systens.

Long term Twenty years after initiation of the proposed action or
alternative (10 years for inplenentation plus 10
additional vyears).

The follow ng assunptions have been made as a basis for the inpact analysis

- The proposed action or any alternative selected would be fully inplenen-
ted as described in Chapter 1.

- Monitoring studies would be conpleted as indicated and adjustments made
as needed.
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- Grazing systenms would be foll owed.

- The principal resource directly inpacted woul d be vegetati on. Any
changes in production, condition and trend of vegetation would affect
ot her resources.

- Personnel and funds woul d be provided to inplenment the proposed action
or any alternative within the stated tinefrane.

Standard procedures and design elenments woul d be effectively carried out
for construction of range inprovement projects in the proposal or any
alternative

Regul ar nmai nt enance woul d be carried out to maintain the functiona
capability of all range inprovements

| MPACTS ON VEGETATI ON

Each conponent of the proposed action and the alternatives is expected to
have an inpact on the vigor and reproduction of the key species (Table 1-1).
Actions which enhance a species' vigor and reproduction cause an increase in
the number and size of that species in a plant community. Conversely, if the
action adversely affects a plant's vigor and reproduction, the species
affected will decrease in nunber and size in the plant conmunity. (Through-
out this section, this occurrence will be referred to as increase or decrease
in conposition.) For purpose of analysis, it is assumed that available
nutrients, primarily water, are now essentially fully utilized by the present

veget ation. Consequently, any increase in the amount of the key species
woul d result in a simlar but opposite change in the amount of sone ot her
her baceous speci es. However, no significant reduction of woody species is
expect ed. A decrease in key grass species would result in an increase in

woody species such as sagebrush and herbaceous species such as cheatgrass

Changes in other vegetative characteristics such as forage production, range
condition and trend, residual ground cover, as well as riparian vegetation
and threatened or endangered plants, are dependent upon conposition changes.
Consequent |y, discussion of general changes in conposition expected from each
component of the proposed action and each alternative will precede the
anal ysis of inpacts to the above characteristics. A sunmary of the inpacts
to characteristics is shown in Table 3-I

I mpacts to the seven major vegetation types will not be discussed separately
by group because the plants nost affected by the proposed action and the
alternatives are found in a greater or |esser extent in al nbst every vegeta-
tion type. Consequently, the expected changes in key species would occur in
nearly every vegetation type although in sonewhat different proportions
dependi ng upon the present conposition and potential of the site and the
actions being proposed

In general, conposition changes in the nmountain shrub conifer and juniper
vegetation types are not expected to be significant except where juniper
control is proposed
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Table 3~1 Long-term Vegetation |npact Assessnent

At. 1 Alt. 2 At. 3 At. 4 At. 5

Veget ative Exi sting Proposed No Elimnate Optim ze Optimze Optimze
Characteristic Situation Acti on Acti on Li vest ock Livestock ~ WId Horses Ot her
Range Condition (Acres)

Good 596,154 2,082,920 839,877 2,023,007 2,511,735 1,727,446 2,087,828

Fair 1,773,713 517,130 1,061,691 347, 481 439, 088 810, 839 513, 819

Poor 738,970 508, 996 1,207,345 738,970 158, 091 570, 761 507,712

No Data 1/ 95, 345 95, 136 95, 269 94, 724 95, 268 95, 136 94, 823
Range Trend (Acres)

Upwar d 1,533,458 2,770,354 923, 357 3,204,182 2,770,234 2,130,605 2,779,558

Static 1,416,306 297,178 786, 134 0 297,198 988, 714 292, 500

Downwar d 116, 782 136, 650 1,494,691 0 136, 750 84, 863 132,124

No Data 137, 636 0 0 0 0 0 0
Resi dual G ound Cover (Acres)

I ncreasing 0 1,815,970 0 3,199,436 1,849,048 1,136,270 2,493,727

Static 0 1,212,054 3,161,434 4,740 1,179,755 1,893,346 661, 293

Decr easi ng 0 133, 402 0 0 132,631 131, 818 6,414

No Data 3,204,182 42,748 42,748 0 42,748 42,748 42,748
Forage Production (AUMs) 183, 187 248,022 183, 187 183, 187 384, 621 231, 217 248,011
Ri parian Vegetation Trend (Acres)

| nprovi ng 0 568 409 660 506 568 657

Static 0 89 122 0 118 89 0

Decl i ning 0 2 128 0 35 2 2

No Dat a 694 35 35 34 35 35 35

1/ Acreage classified no data varies by alternative due to the differences in acreage under exclusion.




Veget ati on Conposition

This section analyzes the expected changes in plant conposition within the
allotments proposed for intensive managenent. Because these changes are
caused by the three conmponents of the proposed act ion and alternatives
(vegetat ion al location, grazing systens and range inprovenents), a brief
description of each component precedes the inpact assessment.

The follow ng analysis identifies the general changes in conposition of the
key species that are expected to result from the conponent of the proposed
act ion and each alternative. (See Table I-1 for conponents by alternative.)
Since significant conposition changes usually take several years,the follow
ing analysis is confined to a discussion of |ong-term inpacts.

Esti mates of changes in conposition of desirable species were based upon
observations by district personnel, prof essional judgment, analysis of
simlar systens elsewhere and cited studies. Mich of this information is
believed to be applicable since it concerns simlar actions and pl ant
communi ti es.

Vegetation Allocation and Gazing Systens

The veget at ion al locat ion (Appendix B, Tables B-I and B-4) inherent in the
proposed action and the alternatives determ nes the degree of utilization of
the key speci es.

The vegetation allocation for al 1 but Alternative 1 would result in forage
use being equal to or less than the present forage production. Uilization
of the key species exceptin Alternative 1 would be equal to or less than the
proposed action. Under Alternative 1, heavy utilization of the key species
woul d continue on 10 allotments. (See Appendix B, Table B-I for these allot-
ments where a significant |ivestock reduction (10 percent or greater) is
schedul ed. )

Under the proposed act ion and Alternatives 3 and 5, the current grazing
system woul d change on 1,753,706 acres or about 55 percent of the area.
Alternative 4 would result in grazing system changes on 1,038,644 acres.
Alternative 2 would result in the entire area being excluded from grazing;
impacts to vegetative conposition are therefore discussed in the Exclusion
and Restrictive Use section.

Wnter Grazing System

The winter grazing system would allow heavy (65 percent) utilization of the
previ ous season’ s grow h. Her baceous plants are in a state of dormancy at
this time with all of the food reserves stored in the roots. Livestock would
be renpved prior to the plant initiating growth in early spring.

Grazing during this season favors reproduct ion and seedling establishment

because livestock tranple litter and scatter seed further from water
devel opments than summer grazing.
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Concl usi on

Wnter grazing would increase herbaceous key species conposition on 311,010
acres under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5. Alternative 1
would result in simlar increases on 328,543 acres. No riparian areas are
within areas proposed for w nter grazing.

Spring Grazing System

Spring grazing would result in noderate utilization (50 percent) of a
conbi nati on of the previous season’'s growh and. the current season's early
growth of herbaceous key species. Livestock are renmoved while the plants are
still growing; therefore, only 20-30 percent of the current season’s growh
is renoved. The time the area is in a grazed condition is the shortest of
any grazing systemsince regromh is alnost conplete by June 30, approxi-
mately 45 days after |ivestock renoval.

Gazing during this period requires plants to draw heavily upon food reserves
to replace the grazed port ions. However , grazing would cease while adequate
soil moisture is still available for the grazed plants to reach full growh,
produce seed and fully replenish food reserves. Consequently, this form of
grazing is expected to pronote the vigor of both herbaceous and woody key
species (Stoddart, Smth and Box 1975, p. 133; Cook 1971). This system woul d
enhance the product ion of perennial grasses since production of a |large
number of viable seed is dependent upon vigorous mature plants (Hanson 1940).
Seedling establishnent would depend upon the intensity of grazing in the
spring follow ng germnation. If seedling plants are not physically damaged
through tranpling or being pulled up, they would normally be firmy
established by the start of the third growing season (Stoddart, Smith and Box
1975, p. 483).

Conc lusion

The conposition of herbaceous key species would increase on 144,602 acres
under the proposed act ion and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5. Simlar increases are
expected on 100, 355 acres under Alternative 1. No riparian areas would be
within a spring grazing system under the proposed action and Alternatives 4
and 5; 3 acres of riparian vegetation would have increases in key species
under Alternatives 1 and 3.

Spring/ Sunmer Grazing System

Spring/ sumrer grazing would allow 50 percent utilization of the annual
production of key species during the late spring and sunmer each year.
Grazing would begin each year at a time when carbohydrate reserves are |ow
and woul d continue until after seedripe.

Al though the proposed stocking rates woul d achieve 50 percent utilization on
nost areas, factors such as terrain, location of fences and water, type of
l'ivestock and the type of vegetation would often result in heavy grazing
(60-80 percent of the annual vegetation production) in one portion of an
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al lotment and |ight use (20-40 percent) in another area. A rapid decrease in
key species conposition is expected on those areas within an allotment which
receive heavy utilization -- prinmarily areas adjacent to water devel opments
and vall ey bottomns. Spring/ summer grazing at the Squaw Butte Experinent
Station (approximately 50 miles north of the EIS area> resulted in heavy
utilization of 37 percent of the range; over an 11 year period, this produced
change in species conposition toward dominance by |ess desirable bunchgrasses
such as Sandberg bl uegrass. Cook (1971) showed in studies of the grazing
response of cool season perennial bunchgrasses that 50 percent utilization
was too severe for continuous late spring and summer use. The two species of
grasses in the study correspond in stages of vegetative growh to the key
bunchgrasses in the EIS area

Concl usi on

Approxi mately 60 percent of the area under spring/sumer grazing would have
decreases in herbaceous key species conposition. This would occur on 931,424
acres under Alternative 1; 81,990 acres under the proposed action and
Alternative 3; 79,274 acres under Alternative 5; and 50,918 acres under
Alternative 4. Declines in herbaceous and woody key species would occur on
124 acres of riparian vegetation under Alternative 1 and on about 2 acres
under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5. Key wetland species
such as neadow grasses would decrease on portions of 7,901 acres proposed for
spring/ sumer use under Alternative 1 and about 319 acres under the proposed
action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5.

Spring/Fall Gazing System

Spring/fall grazing would result in utilization of the herbaceous key species
during the early portion of their grow ng period. Very little use of the
woody key species is expected during this time. Gazing would occur again in
the fall when herbaceous key species are dormant; however, noderate
utilization of woody key speci es woul d be expect ed. This system woul d
maintain the vigor and reproduction of the herbaceous key species. Wody Kkey
speci es woul d decrease slowy in conposition because stocking rates woul d be
based upon 50 percent wutilization of herbaceous species but utilization of
the nore pal atable woody species during the fall season is expected to be
heavi er.

Concl usi on

The spring/fall grazing system would all ow nmaintenance of the existing
conposi tion of herbaceous key species and woody key species on 21,237 acres
under Alternative 1 and on 12,991 acres under the proposed action and
Alternatives 3, 4 and 5. Under Alternatives 1 and 3 approximately 30 acres
of riparian vegetation would be grazed under the Spring/fall system Woody
vegetation is expected to decrease in these areas.

Deferred Grazing System

The deferred systemwould result in grazing after nost of the herbaceous key
speci es have conpl eted grow h. Moderate utilization (60 percent) of shrubs
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encourages growth of additional twigs and therefore increases forage produc=-
t ion. Reproductive capacity, on the other hand, is decreased over the years
since increased twig growh reduces the devel opnent of flowers and fruits
(Garrison 1953 Cited by Stoddart, Smth and Box 1975, p. 135). \Were woody
key species are found in linited nunbers, sone individual shrubs would be
selected by cattle and heavily browsed, resulting in reduced vigor and
eventual death of these plants; however, the total shrub nortality is
expected to be insignificant. The critical growth period for woody key
species occurs in late summer.

Li vestock nornally concentrate in riparian areas under deferred grazing.
Li vestock use of the riparian areas under deferred grazing is expected to be
light or noderate in several areas due to factors such as inaccessibility
(e.g., Quano Creek) and lack of adequate shade and water on adjacent upland
areas (e.g., Deep Creek). Sonme areas under Alternatives 1 and 3 would be
heavily grazed.

Conc lus ion

Deferred grazing is expected to increase the conposition of the key herba-
ceous species on 89,669 acres under the proposed action and Aternatives 3, 4
and 5. Alternative 1 would result in a simlar increase on 96,956 acres. In
riparian areas, the proposed act ion and Alternatives 1, 3 and 4 would result
in mai ntenance of woody key species on 89 acres. Deferred grazing with heavy
utilization under Alternatives 1 and 3 would decrease woody riparian vegeta-
tion on 4 acres and 32 acres respectively.

Deferred Rotation Gazing System

Under the deferred rot at ion grazing system grazing use during the critical
growi ng period would be alternated with grazing during early spring or late
sumer/fall in successive years. The early spring grazing would end early
enough to give nost herbaceous key species an opportunity to replenish food
reserves and nmaintain good vigor. The late summer grazing would occur after
food reserves of the key species have been stored. As a result, the vigor of
the key species would be maintained at an acceptable |evel

Reproduction of woody key species would not be inproved because the sequence
of grazing treatnents does not provide sufficient protect ion from grazing to
all ow seed product ion and seedling establishment . No areas of riparian vege-
tation are located within the areas proposed for deferred rotation grazing

Concl usi on

Deferred rotation grazing would result in the maintenance of the existing key
speci es conposition on 169, 205 acres under the proposed action and Alterna-
tives 3 and 5. Simlar results are expected on 145,679 acres under
Alternative 4 and on 17,958 acres under Alternative 1.
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Rotation Grazing System

Rotation grazing results in the key species being grazed during part of the

growi ng season every year. This system would result in grazing during the
critical growing period being alternated with early spring grazing the
followi ng year. The early spring grazing would end in tinme for the key

species to replenish food reserves (see Spring Grazing System). As a result,
the decline in vigor caused by use during the critical part of the grow ng
season is sonewhat offset by early grazing in alternate years

Since utilization levels would be noderate (50 percent), the rotation grazing
systemis expected to only slightly enhance the reproduction of the herba-
ceous key species on native range because every pasture is grazed each year
Many new seedlings woul d be grazed or pulled up before beconing established.
Woody key species would inprove in vigor and reproduction because they are
normal |y not grazed by livestock during the spring and early summer (Vavra
and Sneva 1978).

Concl usi on

As a result of the rotation grazing system an increase in conposition of
woody key species would occur on 7 acres of riparian vegetation under the
proposed act ion and Alternatives 3 and 4. On the remaining vegetation types,
the current herbaceous key species conposition would be naintained on 72,234
acres under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, and on 960 acres
under Alternative 1.

Rest Rotation Grazing System

Rest rotat ion grazing results in noderate (60 percent) utilization of key

species in the use pasture. Most of the use occurs during the grow ng
season. Approxi mately 25-33 percent of the area is conpletely rested from
grazi ng each year. The need for periodic conplete rest fromgrazing arises

fromthe fact that even at proper stocking rates, continuous grazing usually
results in utilization of the nost pal atable plants beyond the proper use
level. The heaviest use usually occurs on the npst accessible areas result-
ing in a decline in the key species conposition. Hormay (1970) states that
these species can be maintained by periodically resting the range from use by
neans of rest rotation grazing systens. Rest periods allow the plants to
conpl ete the stages of vegetative growth, seed production and food storage.
In addition, it provides for seedling establishment and allows litter to
accunul at e. Rest rotation would allow flexibility in livestock nanagenent
during periods of drought.

Photo studies in three allotments (207, 215 and 515) indicate that rest
rotation grazing increased the utilization of less desirable plant species
thereby reducing the total renpval of key species during the period of use.
This results in less conpetition for noisture and nutrients between key
species and other plants. In Womng , a 10 percent reduction in utilization
of key species occurred on wet and dry bottom land after inplenentation of
rest rotation grazing (Johnson, WM 1965, Cited in Hickey 1966), | eading to
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an inprovenent in key species vigor. In the Lakeview District, a comparison
of the range conditions in allotments under rest rotation managenent with
conditions in allotnments under other systenms showed that conditions were
significantly better on the allotments under rest rotation. Approximtely 26
percent of the acres in the rest rotation system were rated good condition
whil e about 15 percent of the acres under all other systems were in good
condi tion.

Concl usi on

Rest rotation grazing would result in significant increases in key species
conposition on 2,208,471 acres under the proposed action; 2,209,177 under
Alternative 3; 2,145,809 acres under Alternative 5; 1,673,912 acres under
Alternative 4; and 633,486 acres under Alternative 1. A slight inprovenent
in key species conposition would occur on 352 acres of riparian vegetation
under the proposed action and Alternative 4; 418 acres under Alternative 3;
321 acres under Alternative 1; and 90 acres under Alternative 5. Fo 1 |owng
i mpl enentation of rest rotation grazing, increases in key species would occur
on portions of 9,122 acres of wetland vegetation under the proposed action
and Alternative 4; 9,935 acres under Alternat ive 3; 2,235 acres under
Alternative 1, and 1,760 acres under Alternative 5.

Exclusion and Restrictive Use

Excl usi on consists of no authorized |ivestock grazing use. Al public |ands
within the EIS area would be excluded under Alternative 2. Under the
proposed act ion and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, small areas containing riparian
vegetation woul d be excluded from livestock grazing (see Table [-2). The
i npl enentation of Alternative 4 would result in the additional exclusion of
livestock fromthe two wild horse herd nmanagenent areas shown in Figure 2-5.
Consunptive uses by wild horses and wildlife would continue within the
exclusion areas where they now occur.

There would be an initial inprovenent in vigor of herbaceous key species in
exclusion areas because the reduced level of utilization would allow nost key
species to conmplete vegetative growth and reproduction. No significant
i ncreases in key species conposition are expected in areas dom nated by poor
condition stands of sagebrush or on vegetation types such as greasewood which
have a low potential for herbaceous key species inprovenent. Studies in
hi gher precipitation zones (Owensby 1973) have indicated that as nmuch as 40
years of complete rest would be required for range in poor condition to fully

recover. Fol  owi ng eval uati on of sagebrush-grass veget at ion exc [uded from
grazing for 23 years, Tueller (1960) concluded that no significant inprove-
ment in key species conposition would occur due to exclusion alone. He

determned that supplementary treatment would be necessary to increase the
conposition of key species on poor condition ranges.

Under Alternative 4, the annual consunption of approximtely 24,000 AUMs --

much of it during the critical growing season -- by wild horses would prevent
key species increases from occurring within the two herd managenent areas,
offsetting any benefits expected from |ivestock exclusion. Her baceous key

3-9



species would decrease in areas of concentration such as waterholes and
spring sites. One large area of exclusion in Alotment 103 (Fossil Lake
Exclusion) would result in significant increases in herbaceous species on
6, 560 acres.

Exclusion of livestock would occur for a period of 3-5 years on 1,732 acres
under the proposed action and Alternative 4. This would all ow the key
species, particularly those in the riparian areas, to increase in conposi-
tion. Key wetland species such as neadow grasses and sedges woul d increase
on about 855 acres during the period of exclusion. Upon resunption of
livestock grazing, managenent at the proposed levels of utilization would
maintain the inproved species conposition in these areas.

The inpact of exclusion to riparian key species is discussed under the Inpact
to Riparian Vegetation section.

Concl usi on

Under Alternative 2, key species conposition would initially increase
throughout the EIS area; however, the change would be insignificant on ranges
in poor condition. Under the other alternatives, exclusion would inpact
primarily riparian vegetation and vegetation associated with wetlands. Key
species increases are expected on 129 acres under the proposed action and
Al ternative 4; 565 acres under Alternative 5; 661 acres under Alternative 2;
77 acres under Alternative 3; and 76 acres under Aternative 1. Meadow type
vegetation would inprove on portions of 9,330 acres proposed for exclusion
under Alternative 5; 12,516 acres under Alternative 2; 785 acres under the
proposed action and Alternative 4; and 745 acres under Alternatives 1 and 3.

Range | nprovenents

The renoval of vegetation inherent in conpletion of the range inprovements
(Appendix B, Table B-5) woul d cause both a tenporary (1-5 years) and perman-

ent (over 5 years) change in conposition of the key species as shown in Table
3-2.

Table 3-2 Acres of Vegetation Disturbance Due to Range |nprovenents 1/

\\at er Veget ation
Devel opnents 2/ Fences Mani pul ation 3/
Tenp. Perm. Tenp. Per m_ Tenp. Perm. 4/
Prop. Action 2,159 1, 650 214 0 252,357 252, 357
Alt. 3 3,032 2,353 215 0 1,284,659 1,284,659
Alt, 4 1, 859 1,433 320 0 176,757 176, 757
Alt. 5 2,159 1, 650 614 0 252,767 252,767
1/ No range inprovenents are proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2.
2/ Includes springs, reservoirs, wells, pipelines and waterholes.
E/ I ncl udes juniper control, brush control and seeding.
4/ Consists of long-term changes in species conposition.
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Vegetation manipulation is proposed primarily on poor condition |ow sagebrush
and bi g sagebrush vegetation types where significant inprovement would
require nore than 10-15 years using grazing management alone. The acreage of
vegetation disturbance shown in Table 3-2 for vegetation manipulation
represents a conversion of approxi mately 55 percent of the sagebrush types
under Alternative 3; 11 percent under the proposed action and Al ternative 5;
and 7 percent under Alternative 4.

The expected species conposition of the treated area would depend primrily
on the proposed nethod of brush control and whether the area would be seeded

Crested wheatgrass along with other suitable species would be seeded on
362,948 acres under Alternative 3; 189,499 acres under the proposed action
and Alternative 5; and 144,729 acres under Alternative 4. Based on observa-
tions of existing seedings in the EIS area and studies of simlar areas in
Oregon (Findley 1974), crested wheatgrass woul d conpose 50-90 percent of the
seeded area but species conposition would vary according to the success of
the brush control and the survival of other species in the seed mixture. (See
Appendix B, Table B-3 for a list of allotnments which woul d have shrubs
included in the seed mxture.)

Sagebrush would be tenporarily elimnated from the areas proposed for burning
(Appendix B, Table B-3) because sagebrush does not resprout follow ng fire;
however, reestablishment on those sites not proposed for reseeding is
expected after a period of 30 years (Harniss 1973). If undesirable sprouting
shrubs such as rabbitbrush and horsebrush are present in the plant community,
burning may result in large increases in these species at the expense of nore
pal at abl e species (Blaisdell 1953). The effect of burning on perennial
bunchgrasses varies with the intensity of the fire, season of the burn and
the species of grass. Sandberg bl uegrass, junegrass, bluebunch wheatgrass
and squirreltail, where present, would increase on areas proposed for
bur ni ng. Si nce Thurber needl egrass and | daho fescue have been shown in sone
studies to be significantly danaged by burning (Britton 1978), the anpunts of

t hese species would be tenmporarily reduced in the burned areas. Sever al
studies in Idaho indicate that fall burning does not harm nost forb species
(Britton 1978). Spring burning on Forest Service |ands near the EIS area

significantly inmproved the vigor of forb species (Adams 1980)

The proposed spraying of 2,4-D for brush control would tenporarily reduce
sagebrush in the treated areas (Appendix B, Table B-3). Spraying would be in
accordance with the standard procedures and design elenents described in

Chapter 1. Increases in native bunchgrass product ion of nmore than 200
percent have been shown to occur follow ng spraying of sagebrush with 2,4-D
(Hyatt 1966).  Annual forbs such as nustards woul d increase, while perennial

forbs such as |upine and buckwheat woul d decrease follow ng spraying
Muegl er and Bl ai sdel | (1958) showed about a 30 percent increase in total forb

production several years follow ng spraying of sagebrush

Following treatment, seeded areas would be domi nated by crested wheatgrass.
Some forbs and sagebrush would be present depending upon the design of the
spray project , the success of the control, the seeding mxture, the
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reestabli shnent of sagebrush seedlings in the first 2 years after treatnent
and the following year's precipitation

The proposed juniper control would significantly reduce the conposition of
western juniper on 2,320 acres under the proposed act ion and Alternatives 4
and 5 and 3,070 acres under Alternative 3. I ncreases in key shrub and
her baceous species conposition would occur within the treated areas as a
result of the reduced conpetition

Sone of the new spring devel opnents woul d cause a nmaj or change in species

conposition in riparian areas. As springs are devel oped, water previously
supporting snall areas of riparian vegetation would be diverted to |ivestock
wat er troughs. Fencing woul d protect any renmmining vegetation on the over-

flow areas. Over the long term nore riparian vegetation would be protected
by fencing than would be lost through spring devel opnent

The construction of water devel opments would have a |localized inpact on the
vegetati on around each devel opnent. Li vestock tend to congregate around
water, eating all the available forage in the immediate vicinity. The
devel opment of new water sources would also allow livestock to use an
unquantified amount of previously unavailable forage and thus would reduce
grazi ng pressure on areas near existing water sources. The new water areas
woul d lead to nore uniformlivestock grazing use and result in fewer heavily
grazed acres. Thus, water devel opnents conbined with grazing systems woul d
pronbte an increase in the conposition of the key species

Resi dual Ground Cover

The estimated changes in residual ground cover (see dossary) shown in Table
3-1, Summary of Inpacts to Vegetation, are based on expected changes in
livestock utilization, key species conposition and total herbage product ion

The lower levels of utilization on allotments where downward adjustnents are
proposed (see Appendix B, Table B-1) would increase the anount of vegetative
cover remaining after livestock grazing is conpleted. Upward adjustnments in
livestock use would result in higher levels of utilization and proportional
decreases in residual ground cover.

Rest rotation, deferred, wnter or spring grazing systenms and |ivestock
exclusion would all result in inproved key species vigor with an increase in
fibrous-rooted perennial herbaceous species and increases in total herbage

produced. Perenni al species provide nore year around cover than annual s
because there is less year-to-year variation in production and nost of the
plant material remains intact throughout the fall and winter. Annuals, how

ever, are subject to large year-to-year fluctuations in product ion. Herbage
production decreases associated with spring/sunmer grazing (see Forage
Product ion) would result in proportional decreases in the amount of residua

ground cover. Exclusion would result in decreases in |live vegetative cover
but an increase in standing dead material and litter, hence an increase in
resi dual gound cover.
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Vegetation manipul ation projects which would reduce short-term herbage
product ion would also produce short-term decreases in live vegetat ive cover.
However , a long-termincrease in residual ground cover would result. The
| argest short-term reduction of residual ground cover would occur on the
areas using burning for the proposed nmethod of brush control (See Appendix B,
Tabl e B-3) because undeconposed litter would be consumed by the fire

No significant change in wldfire occurrence is expected by the projected
changes in residual ground cover. Al t hough nore vegetation would remain
after grazing, a larger portion of the total vegetation would be conposed of
perenni al key species and |less would be sagebrush and annual plants.
Perennials remain green longer than annuals and are not as susceptible to
fire as sagebrush overstory/annual understory areas. An analysis of fire
occurrence records covering a period before and after |ivestock reductions
indicated that climate conditions and other factors such as access, type of
fire-fighting equi pment and human activities were the primary factors in the
nunber and size of wildfires

Ranee Condition and Trend

The future range condition of the study area is highly dependent upon the
changes in vegetation characteristics described in the previous section. As
key species conposition and residual ground cover increases, range conditions
will inprove. Expected range conditions over the long termare shown in
Table 3-1, Summary of Inpacts to Vegetation

Expected | ong-term changes in range condition and trend are based on several
assunptions which are derived from observations of district personnel, study
data, review of pertinent literature and professional judgment. See AppendiXx
E for nmethodol ogy. The assunptions used to predict future range condition
include the follow ng

- Grazing systems which satisfy the physiological requirements of plants for
growth and reproduction (see Gazing Systems) would inprove fair condition
range to good condition. Al t hough some inprovenment of poor condition
range can be expected, the rate of inprovement is nuch slower than better
condit ionrange. Studies by MlLean and Tisdale (1972) and Owensby (1973)

showed that at |east 20, and as nuch as 40, years of rest would be
required for poor condition range to conpletely recover. Under noderate

use, a simlar period of time would be expected for these areas to inprove
enough to be rated one condition class higher

- Poor condition ranges proposed for vegetation manipul ati on would inprove
to good condition over the long term These areas woul d have significant
increases in key species conposition and residual ground cover.

- Good condition ranges which would increase in key species and vegetative
cover would remain classified in good condition

- No significant changes would occur to the juniper, greasewood, rabbit -
brush and miscel |l aneous vegetation types unless they are treated. These
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areas generally have a sparse understory and have a |ow potential for
increases in cover and key species conposition

- Under conplete exclusion, all areas would be in good condition over the
long term

Forage Production

Forage production is highly dependent upon the conposition of the key species
and is thus also related to range condition. This relationship is due to the
key species being the preferred forage species. When key species increase
under proper grazing nanagenent, forage production also increases; vice
versa, as the key species conposition decreases, forage production also
declines. Although the grazing exclusion proposed under Al ternative 2 would
result in key species increases, forage production is not expected to
i ncrease because of the effect of vegetation stagnation. In Nevada, Tueller
(1979) found that bitterbrush and sagebrush yiel ds declined by 70 percent and
36 percent, respectively, as a result of total grazing exclusion. Gazing
stinulates lateral branching of shrubs and, by renoving the coarse material
of perennial grasses, promtes production of fine-stemred forage in the

spring.

The future forage production as outlined on Tables |-5 and 3-1 was predicted
usi ng the nethodol ogy outlined in Appendix C The future forage production
of both the seeded and native range areas was based upon the present
production of areas which had simlar treatnents

Ri parian and Wtland Vegetation

The riparian key species are nostly woody speci es. I mpacts to vegetation in
the riparian areas are largely based upon the projected effect on the woody
veget ati on. If the woody species are allowed to increase, the remining

her baceous species also would benefit. Inpacts to wetland vegetation are
based mainly upon the projected effect on sedges and neadow grasses

Li vestock exclusion woul d be beneficial to the woody key speci es. Excl usi on
provides an opportunity to maintain vigor and sufficient time for establish-
ment of seedlings and new sprouts. Therefore, an increase in composition of
key species is expected on the areas where this systemis proposed

I ncreases in woody key species would occur in the riparian areas under rest

rotation, spring and rotation grazing nmanagenent. Very little change in
conposition of the woody key species would be expected on the areas under
deferred grazing where utilization is |light and noderate. A decrease in

conposition of these key species is expected on the areas where the spring/
summer and spring/fall systens would be used and on the areas which would be
heavily grazed under the deferred system Riparian vegetation does not occur
in areas proposed for winter and deferred rotation grazing systems. Restric-
tive use wunder the proposed action and Alternative 4 would result in
significant increases on 80 acres of riparian vegetation. Table 3-1 shows
the acres where an increase, no change or decrease in riparian vegetation is
expect ed.
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The maxi mum benefit to wetland species conposition would occur under rest

rotation and excl usion. Spring/ summer grazing would reduce herbaceous key
species in the wetland vegetation type. (See Table 3-6 for acres of wetland
vegetati on by grazing system) Inpacts to wetland vegetation are al so

described under Vegetation, Gazing Systens section.

O the proposed range inprovenents, only spring devel opmrent woul d have a
direct inmpact on the riparian vegetation. These projects would cause
di sturbance of up to 8 acres of riparian vegetation. However, in the long
term fencing of spring devel opments and the subsequent exclusion of grazing
within the fenced areas would increase the conposition and production of the
key species in the riparian area. (See analysis of spring devel opments in
I mpacts to Vegetation Conposition, Range |nprovenents.)

Threat ened, Endangered and Sensitive Plants

Site specific information concerning the inmpact of current |ivestock grazing
is lacking for the 10 plant species under review for Federal listing as
t hreatened or endangered status shown in Table 2-3 and the 13 plants classi-
fied as sensitive by BLM therefore, the inpact of proposed changes in
livestock managenment cannot be accurately predicted. Adverse inpacts due to
vegetati on mani pul ation and range inprovenent construction would be avoided
by conducting intensive plant inventories of the project area and nodifying
the design as needed in accordance wth Bureau policy (Chapter 1). A
potentially beneficial inpact to populations of Eriogonum prociduum | ocated
in Allotnent 1307 would occur under all the alternatives except Alternative
1. Livestock would be excluded fromthis allotment under the other alterna-
tives and the proposed action.

| MPACTS ON SO LS

Vegetation Allocation and G azing Systens

Under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, the proposed vegeta-
tion allocation and grazing systens would increase protection of the soil
fromerosion in the EIS area by increasing residual ground cover (vegetation
and litter accunul ation). Under Alternative 2, ground cover (particularly
litter accumulation) would increase significantly, protecting the soil
surface from erosion. Wth the decrease in the amount of forage consumed by
livestock, nore vegetation and litter would be left at the end of each graz-
ing season. In the long term perennial grasses would increase and annual s
woul d decrease (see Chapter 3, Vegetation, Residual Gound Cover, for
di scussi on). Perenni al grasses have a nobre extensive root systemto hold
soil in place and provide, on the average, nore persistent ground cover than
annuals.  Bailey and Copeland (1961 Cted by Mattison et al. 1977) found that
as vegetation and litter cover increased, overland flow of water and erosion
decreased. This protective cover would reduce soil nmovenent, reduce raindrop
i npact and decrease conpaction, thus increasing infiltration into the soil.
Under Alternative 1, on allotments that are overstocked, soil erosion would
i ncrease. Erosi on woul d decrease on allotments with proper stocking rates.
Erosion would remain the sane or increase slightly on wild horse herd manage-
ment areas under Alternative 4, due to continuous use by wild horses.
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Erosi on woul d continue to be greater on the Sandy and Ashey soils and to a
| esser extent , Basin Land and Terrace soils, than on the Vol canic, Very
Shal | ow and Very Stony, Poorly Drained and Alkali Affected soils for the

proposed action and all alternatives, although the total anount of erosion
woul d be reduced.

Approximately 9.2 miles of streambanks under the proposed action and Alterna-
tive 4, 31.1 mles under Alternative 1, 16.4 mles under Alternative 3 and
1.7 miles under Alternative 5 would continue to erode at present rates on
allotnents wth Federal range fenced, spring/sumrer, spring/fall, and
deferred grazing systens.

On allotnents with spring, rotation and rest rot at ion grazing systens,
streanbank erosion would decrease slightly on 44.1 niles under the proposed
action and Alternative 4, 49.4 mles under Alternative 1, 63.9 mles under
Alternative 3 and 3.7 niles under Alternative 5. These grazing systens woul d
allow riparian vegetation to increase slowy and help stabilize streanbanks.

The elimnation of livestock grazing in Alternative 2 and the exclusion of
livestock along 25.5 niles of perennial streanms under the proposed action and
Alternative 4, 15.2 mles under Alternative 1, 15.4 mles under Alternative 3
and 90.4 niles under Alternative 5 would greatly reduce streanbank erosion.
The expected increase in riparian vegetation along the protected streans
would help stabilize the streanbanks. Streanbank erosion would al so decrease
along 16.9 niles proposed for restrictive use under the proposed act ion and
on 6.5 miles presently inaccessible to livestock under the proposed action
and all alternatives.

Range | nprovenents

The construct ion of range inprovements wunder the proposed act ion and
Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 would tenporarily disturb the soil surface (see Table
3-3). The disturbance woul d subject those acres to wind and water erosion.
This inpact would |essen as the areas became revegetated in 1 to 2 years.

Li vestock would concentrate around the proposed reservoirs, springs and
wat erholes . Approximately 5 acres around each of the proposed watering sites
woul d be heavily grazed. Resi dual ground cover would thus decrease on 1,500
acres under the proposed act ion and Alternative 5, on 2,130 acres under
Alternative 3, and on 1,290 acres under Alternative 4, thereby increasing
er osi on. Erosion woul d increase along sone new fence lines due to trailing
by livestock under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5.

O the areas proposed for vegetation manipulation, erosion would not increase
on the acres proposed for spraying. The dead vegetation would hel p protect
the soil surface from erosion. Burni ng and chai ning, however, would renove
much of the existing vegetation and expose the soil to wind and water
erosion. Wnd erosion would occur to the greatest extent on Sandy and Ashey
soils where burning is proposed. The allotnents with the nost acres affected
woul d be Allotnents 103, 512, 515, 516, 600, 705, 901 and 1001. Bur ni ng
woul d occur on 5,760 acres of Sandy and Ashey soils under the proposed
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Table 3-3 Soil Disturbance by Proposed Range |nprovements 1/

Range Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5
| mprovenent s Proposed Action Optimze Livestock Optimze WId Horses ptimze Ot her
(Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres)
Units Tenp. Perm Units Tenp. Perm Units Tenp. Penn. Units Tenp. Penn.
Fences 427.7 m. 21. 4 0 429.7 m. 21.5 0 319.7 m 16.0 0 613.7 m. 30.7 0
Springs 18 ea 4.5 0 32 ea 8.0 0 18 ea 4.5 0 18 ea 4.5 0
Vel l's 28 ea 7.0 0 42 ea. 10.5 0 27  ea 6.8 0 28 ea 7.0 0
Pi pel i nes 103.8 m. 207.6 10. 4 129.8 m. 259. 6 13.0 83.8 mi 167. 6 8.4 103.8 m. 207.6 10.4
Guzzlers 71 ea 7.1 0 71 ea 7.1 0 71 ea 7.1 0 71 ea 7.1 0
w Reservoirs 147  ea. 147 73.5 249 ea. 249 124.5 105  ea. 105 52.5 147  ea 147 73.5
i Waterholes 135  ea. 135 67.5 145  ea. 145 72.5 135  ea. 135 67.5 135  ea. 135 67.5
7, Spray/ Seed 110,618 ac. 110,618 0 344, 653 ac. 344,653 0 80, 218 ac. 80, 218 0 74,356  ac. 44, 356 0
Bur n/ Seed 84,730 ac. 84,730 0 194,673 ac. 194,673 0 72,530  ac. 72,530 0 150,992  ac. 150,992 0
Chai n/ Seed 7,520  ac. 7,520 0 26,490  ac. 26, 490 0 5,760  ac. 5, 760 0 7,520  ac. 7,520 0
Brush Control/
Spray 33,320  ac. 0 0 778,560  ac. 0 0 11, 320 ac. 0 0 0 ac. 0 0
Brush Control/
Burn 28, 323 ac. 28, 323 0 226,919 ac. 226,919 0 19, 083 ac. 19, 083 0 61, 643 ac. 61, 643 0
Brush Control/
Chain 105  ac. 105 0 210 ac. 210 0 105  ac. 105 0 105  ac. 105 0
Juni per Control 1,870  ac. 1,870 0 4,940 ac. 1,870 0 1,870  ac. 1,870 0 1,870  ac. 1,870 0
233,695.6 151.4 795,515.7 210.0 180,008.0 128.4 297,024.9 151.4

1/ There would be no range inprovenents constructed under Alternatives 1 and 2.




action, 12,000 acres under Alternative 3, 3,560 acres under Alternative 4 and
10,560 acres under Alternative 5. The disturbed areas woul d be revegetated
within 1l to 2 years. In the long term erosion from vegetation manipul ation
woul d decrease due to the increase in vegetative ground cover.
No range inprovenents are proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2.

| MPACT ON WATER RESCURCES

Water Quantity

A nunber of studies (Rauzi and Hanson 1966; Al derfer and Robi nson 1974;
Hanson et al. 1972) have shown that heavily grazed areas and areas in poor
range condition produce nore runoff than lightly and noderately grazed areas
and those in good range condition. However, nost of these studies were done
on the effects of grazing on runoff fromrainfall. Mst of the annual runoff
on sagebrush watersheds, such as in the Lakeview EIS area, occurs during the
snowmelt period (Sturges 1978), and thus occurs over frozen soils. Soi |
compaction by livestock, therefore, may not be inportant since the runoff is
not controlled by the rate of infiltration of water into the soil. The
decrease in grazing intensity and expected inprovment in range condition
under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 is not expected to
significantly affect runoff. Runoff is also not expected to change
significantly under Alternative 1. Elimnation of Iivestock grazing under
Alternative 2 would lead to an increase in residual ground cover. An
increase in cover causes an increase in surface roughness, and a reduction in
the velocity of overland flow and detachment of soil. This woul d increase
infiltration during rainfall, thus decreasing runoff slightly.

Less water would al so reach downstream users due to the construction of
reservoirs under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5. Since each
reservoir would hold approximtely 1.0 acre-feet (ac-ft) the total inpound-
ment woul d be 147 ac-ft/year under the proposed action and Alternative 5, 249
ac-ft/year under Alternative 3 and 105 ac-ft/year under Alternative 4. The
total inmpoundment would be less than 0.1 percent of the annual runoff from
public lands in the EI'S area. No reservoirs are proposed under Alternatives
1 and 2. Construction of waterholes would not affect downstream use since
waterholes are built in dry 1lakebeds that are sinks for  small
internal ly-drained watersheds.

There are five wells proposed within the Fort Rock-Christnmas Valley area.
Significant quantities of ground water would not be wthdrawn from these

wel s (approxi mately 35 ac-ft/year). The anount of groundwater withdrawn

fromthe remaining proposed wells would not significantly inpact the
resource. No wells are proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2.

Water Quality

Chemical constituents are not likely to change since the chemcal conposition

depends on the source of the water and the geol ogical substrate. Mst fecal
coliform degradation of water quality fromlivestock cones fromuse in or
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directly adjacent to streans (Johnson et al. 1978; Robbins 1978). Fenci ng
25.5 miles of streams in riparian areas under the proposed action and
Alternative 4 and 90.4 mles under Alternative 5 would renove |ivestock
concentration along perennial streams and thus decrease fecal coliform from
li vest ock. Under Alternatives 1 and 3, fecal coliformlevels would renain
the same as the present situation. Under Alternative 2, fecal coliformfrom
livestock would be elininated.

The herbicide 2,4-D would be sprayed on 143,938 acres under the proposed
action, 979,275 acres under Alternative 3, 91,538 acres under Alternative 4
and 44,356 acres under Alternative 5. Herbicides can enter streans by one or
more of the followi ng methods: |eaching or subsurface flow of water, overland
flow of water, direct application and drift on surface water (USD, BLM
1978).

The herbicide 2,4-D is quickly adsorbed on the soil, so it is not readily

avail able for |[|eaching. Afterward, it is degraded quickly by mcrobial
activity (Norris 1967 In USDI, BLM 1978). Also, less leaching would take
place on |oany and clayey soils than on sandy soils, Sandy soils nostly

occur in the northwest part of the EIS area, in an area with no perennial
streans.

The herbicide could enter streans by overland flow of water if a heavy rain
occurred soon after spraying. Abrahamson and Norris (1976) found that with
buffer strips along streans in western Oregon, maximm herbicide concentra-
tions in the water were less than 0.01 ppm with residues detected for I|ess
than one day after herbicide application. Wth a buffer strip 100 feet w de
on both sides of perennial streans and around other water sources there would
be a reduction in herbicide concentration in runoff water, which is filtered
as it noves over uncontanminated soil, since soil adsorbs the chenicals.

In western Oregon, nearly all herbicides found in streans resulted from
direct application of herbicides to the surface of water (USDI, BLM 1978).

The buffer strips around the perennial streams and other water sources
shoul d prevent direct application or drift on to the streans. Most of the
proposed projects are located further than 100 feet away from perennial

streans.

No herbicides would be applied under Alternatives 1 and 2.

The construction of range inprovenents would tenporarily increase the
exi sting sedinent yield by |ess than 2 percent under the proposed action and
Alternatives 4 and 5, and by about 4.5 percent under Alternative 3. See
Appendi x P for met hodol ogy. The disturbed acres are expected to becone
revegetated within 1 to 2 years. After revegetation, sedinent yields would
return to the previous undisturbed |evels or |ower, since residual ground
cover would increase. Reservoirs developed in alluvial soils (Soil G oupings
Basin Land and Terrace, Alkali Affected) could increase erosion and sedi nent
production because of these soils' erodible nature. Headcutting would occur
bel ow the proposed reservoirs due to increased slope of the spillway.
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In the long term the increase in residual ground cover from vegetation
allocation, grazing systens and range inprovenments under the proposed action
and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 would decrease the sedinment yield in the area.
Wth the soil protected fromerosion, |ess soil is detached and carried to
streams resulting in an inprovement in water quality. Under Alternative 2,
residual ground cover would significantly increase, |leading to |arger
reductions in sedinent yield. Under Alternative 1, sedinent yield would
increase slightly within allotnents that are presently overstocked.

The expected decrease in streanbank erosion (see Inpacts on Soils) would also
reduce sedinent yield in streans from bank sl oughing. The antici pat ed
increase in woody riparian vegetation would help shade streans and woul d |ead
to decreases in water tenperatures along the shaded sections.

| MPACTS TO W LD HORSES

Vegetation Allocation and Gazing Systens

The proposed action and alternatives provide a vegetation allocation for the
maxi mum nunber of adult horses (based on average popul ations of about 80
percent adults and 20 percent colts), as shown in Table 3-4.

Tabl e 3-4 Vegetation Allocation to WIld Horses

Herd Managenent Pr oposed Alternatives
Pl an Nunbers 1/ Action N. 1 _No. 2 No. 3 MNo. 4 No. 5
Pai sl ey Desert
M ni mum herd 60 60 60 20 350 20
Maxi mum herd 110 110 110 30 600 30
AUMs 1,020 0 1,020 360 7,200 360
Beatys Butte
M ni mum herd 100 100 100 20 1,000 20
Maxi mum herd 250 250 250 30 1,500 30
AUMs 2,400 0 2,400 360 18, 000 360

1/ The horses in the Browns Valley area are proposed to be relocated within
the Paisley Desert Herd Managenent Area under the Paisley Desert Herd
Managenent Pl an.

The allocation of forage to planned levels of horses (except in Aternative
1) woul d decrease forage conpetition between horses and |ivestock under the
proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 5. The health and reproductive
capacity of the horses woul d be nmaintained or inproved since adequate forage
woul d be allocated to the horses. Under Alternative 1, forage conpetition
woul d conti nue. In Alternative 4, elimnpating livestock grazing and the
associ ated managenent activities would renmobve a major source of forage
conpetition and disturbance. Periodic removal of horses to maintain optinum
numbers would cause disturbances under the proposed action and all
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alt ernat ives. Based on observations of past reductions of the herds and
subsequent rates of reproduct ion, the herd popul ati ons woul d be expected to
remain viable

The proposed grazing systems in the proposed act ion and Alternatives 3 and 5
woul d cause about the same anount of disturbance from |livestock operators
moving livestock as presently occurs under the existing grazing systens
(which woul d continue under Alternative 1). Gazing systens would not be in
effect under Alternatives 2 and 4

Range | nprovenents

The design, construct ion and mai ntenance of range i nprovenents under the
proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 5 would result in nore people being in
the herd areas, tenporarily disturbing the wild horses with increased
activity and noi se. The 42 reservoirs proposed to be constructed in the
Beatys Butte herd area would be available to horses year-long and thus open
up areas of forage previously unavailable to horses because of |ong distances
from water. The 108 nmiles of fence to be constructed could cause injuries to
horses until the horses becane accustoned to fence locations. The veget at ive
mani pul ati on projects would tend to attract horses, due to the abundance of
forage avail able

No range inprovenents would be constructed in the herd nanagenment areas under
Alternatives 1 and 2. Under Al't ernat ive 4, 11 miles of fence with let-down
sections would be constructed in the Beatys Butte herd area in order to
rotate horses between three use areas.

| MPACTS ON W LDLI FE
I npact anal ysis was based primarily on three considerat ions:

1. Condition and trend of habitat as based on visual observation of
district personnel and limted habitat inventory.

2. Potential of wildlife habitat to respond to a specific grazing system

3. Predicted inpacts to vegetation as they affect wildlife

Wl dlife popul ations have not been nonitored to determine the inpact of past
grazi ng systens and range inprovenents; therefore, predict ions of population
changes are based on field observations and research. I npacts on wildlife
are summarized in Table 1-5

An environmental change which reduces popul ation size or carrying capacity is
an adverse inpact to that species. Simlarily, an environnental change which
i ncreases popul ations or carrying capacity results in a beneficial inpact.
An action which increases habitat diversity in an area would also increase
the nunbers and kinds of wildlife. This analysis places enphasis on aninals
and their habitats which would be significantly inpacted

Wldlife would experience both prinmary and secondary i npacts. Primry
impacts af fect wildlife populations directly. Some exanpl es of prinary
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impact s are: avoi dance of l|ivestock by big game; deer and antel ope fence
nmortalities; nest disturbance or destruction from livestock tranpling; aninal
di spl acenent from burni ng and seedi ng. Most  primary inpacts are not
di scussed because they are believed to be insignificant in the long term
Al'though individuals are los t , population trends are unaf fect ed.

Secondary inpacts af fect wildlife populations indirectly by changing the

veget at ion or wi Idli fe habit at. Sone exanples are: | oss of sagebrush cover
from herbicide spraying; increased nesting trees in riparian zones; siltation
of stream bottonms from exposed banks. These secondary inpacts to wildlife

habi tat have been found to be significant. Wthout the required habitat for
reproduct ion or for protection during severe winter weather, wildlife
popul ations w |l quickly decline.

Impacts to wildlife habitat are discussed first, followed by a conclusion
which estimates expected changes to wildlife populations.

Wldlife Habitat in R parian Areas and \Wetl ands

Inpacts in riparian areas and wetlands are significant because these areas
contain the greatest densities and varieties of species (Thomas et al. 1979).
Grazing systems, |ivestock exclusion and restrictive use would affect about
590 public riparian acres along 96 niles of stream (Table 3-5). Appr oxi -
mately 12,700 acres of crucial wetland habitat at |akes and reservoirs would
be affected. (Table 3-6).

| npact predictions were nade by conparing existing grazing, condition and
trend with proposed grazing at each riparian stream segnent and each wetl and
(Figure 2-2). Results from these site specific analyses were totaled to
indicate long-term condition and trend of riparian and wetland wildlife
habitats (Table 3-7 and 3-8).

Future conditions classes were not estimted for wetlands because the areas
have not been surveyed to determ ne existing condition. However, future
trend can be estinmated even though existing trend data are not available. For
exanple, livestock grazing is presently degrading wildlife habitat at G easer
Reservoir. Elimnation of grazing in Alternative 2 would allow wildlife
habitat to inprove, resulting in an upward trend.

Condition of wildlife habitat in riparian areas and wetlands is closely
related to range condition; however, there are differences. Structure or the
physi cal arrangement of vegetation is inportant to wldlife. For exanpl e,
grass along a stream may be in good range condition but still be poor nesting
habitat because the grass has been grazed to ground |evel.

Grazing Systens

Reductions in livestock nunbers normally do not inprove riparian areas or
wet | ands because riparian vegetation is often severely grazed before Iight
use is made of upland vegetation. Grazing systems and the period of use are
the nost inportant factors with riparian areas.
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Exclusion of grazing would result in rapid inprovement of wildlife habitat

(Winegar 1977). Li vest ock excl usion and seeding along WIllow Creek in
Al lotnment 404 has resulted in an upward trend and greatly inproved wildlife
habitat condition (see Chapter 2, WIldlife--photos). Riparian areas with a

hi gh potential for inprovenment woul d be expected to inprove two condition
cl asses.

Restrictive use would result in rapid inprovenment of wildlife habitat during
the exclusion phase. Subsequent grazing at proposed utilization levels would

mai ntain inproved habitat as conpared to the existing situation. | nproved
vegetative composition in riparian areas would inprove wildlife habitat at
| east one condition class. An upward trend in wetland habitat can be

expected.  Watergaps, provided by the proposed action and alternatives, would
receive heavy livestock use, resulting in poor wildlife habitat at these
| ocati ons.

Under rest rotation, increased cover during the rest year is often lost with

l'ivestock use the follow ng years. Depending on their potential, sone
riparian areas would inmprove while others would remain in their present
condi tion. Area wide, a slow upward trend can be expected. Photo trend

plots for the existing rest rotation system show static conditions in a
riparian area (Allotment 202) and inproved vigor and species conposition in a
wetland (Allotment 215).

The spring and rotation grazing systens would result in an upward trend of
wildlife habitat. Li vestock are less likely to concentrate al ong streans
early in spring because of abundant green growth in the uplands and low air
tenperatures. Uilization of woody species (wllow chokecherry, rose, etc.)
by livestock would be Iight. Sufficient regrowth would occur each year to
establish an upward trend.

Deferred grazing would concentrate livestock in riparian areas each year in
|l ate summer. The spring/sumer systemwould result in heavy |ivestock
utilization during the growi ng season each year. Wldlife habitat would
deteriorate with both of these systens.

Wile winter grazing would allow maxi mum summer growth of herbaceous vegeta-
tion, it would reduce herbaceous cover for spring nesting. Habitat trend in
wet | ands woul d be static.

Range | nprovenments

Devel opment of springs would initially destroy some wildlife habitat in
riparian areas at each spring site. About 0.1 acre at each site would be
affect ed. Wiere fencing of overflows is proposed, lost habitat would be
replaced in the long term  Proposed waterholes and reservoirs would increase
wet | and habitat by about 2 acres at each site. The nunber of spring devel op-
ments, reservoirs and waterholes for the proposed action and alternatives are
listed in Table |-1.
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Table 3-5 Public Acres (mles) of WIldlife Habitat
whi ch woul d be Affected by the Proposed Action or Alternatives

in Riparian Areas

At. 1 At. 2 Alt. 3 At. 4 At. 5
Type of G azing Proposed No Elimnate Optim ze Optimze Optimze
o Managenent Action Action Li vest ock Livestock WId Horses O her
Exclude Livestock 129 (26) 0 (15) 659 (96) 78  (15) 129 (26) 565 (90)
Restrictive Use "2 (7)) 132 ((0) 0 (0) 3 (0) 80 (17) 0 (0)
Spri ng/ Sumer 352 (£1) 0 (0) 418 (K1) 2 (1) 2 (1)
Rest Rotation 321 (48) 0o (0 352 (40) 90 (4)
Deferred 89 (8) 94  (10) 0 (0) 121 (12) 89 (8) 2 (1)
Spring/ Fal | 0 (0 33 (3) 0 () 29 (3) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Rot at i on T (&) 0 (o) 0 (0) T (4) 7 (4) 0 (0
Spring 0 (0) 3 (2) 0 (o) 3 (2) 0 (0) 0 (0
Federal Range
Fenced 2 (1) 2 (1) 2 (1) 2 (D) 2 (1) 2 (1)
I naccessible to
Li vest ock 15 (6) 15 (6) 15 (6) 15 (6) 15 (6) 15 (6)
Unal | ot t ed 18 (3) 18 (3) 18 (3) 18 (3) 18 (3) 18 (3)
Total s 694 (106) 694 (106) 694 (106) 694 (106) 694 (106) 694 (106)
Table 3-7 Public Acres (mles) of Wlidlife Habitat in R parian Areas--
Expected Long-Term Condition and Trend
At. 1 At. 2 At. 3 At. 4 Alt. 5
Exi sting Pr oposed No Elimnate Optim ze Optim ze Optimze
Condition Situation Action Acti on Li vestock Livestock WId Horses Q her
Ac. (Mi.) Ac. (Mi.) Ac. (Mi.) Ac. (Mi.) Ac. (Mi.) Ac. (Mi.) Ac. (Mi,)
Excel | ent 28 (0) (0) 0 (0) (1) o (0) 0o (0) (1)
Good 163 (4) 234 ( 46) 104 (19) 6685 (94) 104 (20) 234 (46) 5595 (86)
Fai r (34) 190 ( 27) 222 (31) 13 (7) 223 (32) 30 (%0%
2 1
Bokhown 2/ 388 (52) 183 ( 19) 257 (39 8 (4) 266 (36) 199 (19) 98 (8)
Total — 694 (106) 694 (10 10 10 694 (106) 682  (L06) 1
Trend
uP 1/ 521 (72) 303 (36) 686 (102) 417 (50) 521 (72) 654 (94)
Static 1/ 83 (24) 172 (37) 8 (4) 133 (36) 83 (24) 32 (9)
Down i 12 (4) 110 (20) 0 (0) 25 (5) 12 (4) 8 (3)
Unknown 2/ 69'4 (106) 78 (6) 109 (13) 0 (o) 119 (15) 78 (6) 0 (0)
Tot al 694 (106) 694 (106) 694 (106) 694 (106) 694 (106) 694 (106) 694 (106)

1/ Existing trend is unknown.
2/ Acres in the unknown category are different with each alternative because acres
excluded from livestock varies with each alternative

[ivestock exclusion would result

t hough existing condition and trend is unknown.
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Table 3-6 Public Acres of Wldlife Habitat in Wtlands which would
be Affected by the Proposed Action or Alternatives

At. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 At. 5
Type of Gazing Pr oposed No Elimnate Optinm ze Optimze Optimze
or Managenent Action Action Li vest ock Livestock WId Horses O her
Excl ude Livestock 784 745 12,516 745 785 9, 330
Restrictive Use 855 0 0 0 855 0
Spri ng/ Sunmmer 317 7,901 0 319 317 319
Rest Rotation 9,122 2,235 0 9,935 9,122 1,760
Deferred Rotation 180 260 0 260 180 0
Def erred 242 300 0 242 242 122
W nt er 750 750 0 750 750 720
Spring/ Fal 0 60 0 0 0 0
Federal Range
Fenced 265 265 0 265 265 265
Unal | ot t ed 180 180 180 180 180 180
Tot al 12, 696 12,696 12,696 12, 696 12, 696 12,696
Table 3-8 Public Acres of WIldlife Habitat
in Wetlands--Expected Trend
Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Pr oposed No Elimnate Optinm ze Optimi ze Optim ze
Trend Action Action Li vest ock Li vest ock WI!ld Horses Q her
uP 8,670 715 11, 015 7,945 8,670 9,400
Static 2,142 9, 332 470 2,182 2,142 1,432
Down 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unknown 1/ 1, 884 2,649 1,211 2,569 1, 884 1,864
Total s 12, 696 12,696 12,696 12,696 12, 696 12, 696
1/ Acres in the unknown category are different with each alternative because acres
excluded from livestock varies with each alternative. The assuption was made
that livestock exclusion would result in upward trend even though existing trend
i's unknown.
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Concl usi on

Alternatives 2 and 5 would inprove alnost all riparian areas and wetlands
t hrough |ivestock exclusion. The proposed action and Alternative 4 would
i mprove about 70 percent of the ripariam areas and wetlands, primarily with
livestock exclusion and restrictive use. Alternative 3 would slightly
i nprove about 60 percent of the riparian areas and wetlands primarily with
rest rotation grazing. Alternative 1 would provide the |east riparian
protection. Recently inplemented exclosures and grazing systens woul d
i mprove 38 percent of the riparian areas and 6 percent of the wetlands.

Mul e Deer and Antel ope

Trend of crucial big game range was predicted by considering grazing system
season of use, ~changes in |l|ivestock allocation and range inprovenent
proj ects. Acres of winter range in each allotment or pasture were anal yzed
separately. The results were tabulated in Tables 3-9 and 3-10.

Table 3-9 Deer Crucial Wnter Range - Expected Trend

At. 1 At. 2 Alt. 3 At. 4 Alt. 5
Proposed No Elimnate Optim ze Optimze Optimze

Action  Action Li vestock Livestock WId Horses O her

uP 79, 200 14, 200 13,500 23,100 79, 200 89, 600
Static 200,500 262, 200 49, 900 102, 700 200, 500 190, 800
Down 17, 400 20,700 233,700 171, 300 17,400 16, 700
Unknown 7,900 7,900 7,900 7,900 7,900 7,900

305,000 305,000 305,000 305, 000 305, 000 305, 000

Tabl e 3-10 Antel ope Crucial Range - Expected Trend

At. 1 At. 2 At. 3 At. 4 At. 5
Proposed No Elimnate Optimn ze Optim ze Optim ze

Action Action Li vestock Livestock WId Horses Q her

uP 78, 700 7,500 0 78, 700 33,700 78, 700
Static 13, 000 84, 200 0 13, 000 13,000 13, 000
Down 5, 000 5, 000 51, 700 5, 000 50, 000 5, 000
Unknown 0 0 45, 000 0 0 0
~96, /00 96, /00 96, 700 96, 700 96, 700 96, 700

Grazing Systenms and Vegetation Allocation
Initial livestock decreases (Appendix B, Table B-1) provide nore forage for

big game, a beneficial inpact. Several studies have shown that prescribed
livestock grazing during certain seasons is beneficial to big game (Andersen
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1975, Leckenby et al. 1980, Tueller 1979, Urness 1966). Eli m nati on of
| ivestock grazing, however, woul d decrease forage for deer and antel ope
because of decreased availability of nutritious young grasses and reduced
product ivi ty of browse. Port ions of the crucial deer wnter range are now
dom nated by annual s. In Alternative 5, elinination of grazing would
increase perennial grass forage for deer in these areas.

Turn-out dates prior to md-April would result in conpetition between I|ive-
stock and big game for the spring greenup of grasses (Appendix B, Table B-1 ).
Rest rot at ion, rotation and deferred rotation would rotate early turnout
dates anong two to four pastures; therefore, conpetition would not occur in
every pasture each year.

Spring, spring/fall and spring/summer systenms would result in forage competi-
t ion each year in the sanme pasture. Total pounds of forage produced wth
the spring/sumrer system would decrease. Rel atively small pastures and a
variety of grazing treatnments (proposed action, Alternatives 1, 3, 4 and 5)
woul d prevent large blocks of continuous habitat (greater than 3,000 acres)
from being adversely affected in any one year.

Rest rotation grazing woul d increase forage production for big gane. Cbser-
vations by district personnel and photo studies indicate inproved bitterbrush
vigor with rest rotation systens.

Range [ nprovenents

Under the proposed act ion and Alternatives 4 and 5, sagebrush control and
seedings would increase habitat diversity for w de-ranging big gane aninals
by introducing herbaceous food wthin nonotypic stands of sagebrush.
G eatest habitat diversity would result from burning which would create the

most edge between sagebrush cover and herbaceous food. Forbs , an inport ant
food source, would be increased with burning and decreased wi th herbicide
sprayi ng. In Alternative 3, sagebrush control woul d decrease cover on |arge

bl ocks of winter range (Table 3-11, Figures 1-1, 2-5). Juniper chaining and
subsequent seeding inmprove habitat for big game by increasing forage.

Table 3-11 Acres of Crucial Big Game Range Affected by
Vegetation Manipul ation

At 1 At. 2 At. 3 At. 4 At. 5
Proposed No Elimnate Optin ze Optimze Optimze
Act ion Action Livestock Livestock WIld Horses G her
Cruci al
Deer Range 10, 300 0 0 98, 000 10, 300 10, 300
Cruci al
Ant el ope Range 9, 300 0 0 46, 800 900 9, 300
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New wat er sources woul d reduce forage conpetition with |ivestock near exist-
ing waters and increase big game distribution. Some forage conpetition could
result from livestock grazing in areas previously used prinmarily by big gane.
In seedings, inproved distribution of livestock with water devel opnents woul d

i ncrease desirable green up of vegetation for deer and antel ope. The
proposed 400 miles of fence to be built primarily on upland sites is not
expected to have a significant inpact. A minor nurber of nortalities may

occur, especially inmediately after construction. Exi sting fences on public
lands in the EIS area have not had a significant adverse inpact to big gane.

Concl usi on
Deer population trend is the net effect of all interacting habitat conponents
on all portions of the annual range. No population trend can be predicted

since no single cause and effect correlation between deer habitat and popul a-
tion trend can be shown. However, nule deer popul ations are not expected to
change significantly as a result of the proposed action or any alternatives.
Expected i nmprovenment in habitat under the proposed action and Alternatives 4
and 5 could support slight population increases should they occur.

Ant el ope popul ations are expected to increase with the proposed action and
Alternatives 3 and 5. Sagebrush control would convert dense stands of big
sagebrush to |ow growi ng herbaceous types preferred by antel ope. Al terna-
tives 1, 2 and 4 would naintain existing popul ations

Bi ghorn Sheep

The proposed action and alternatives would not affect bighorn sheep popul a-
tions. There are no significant conflicts between livestock and the existing
smal | nunber of sheep. Exclusion of livestock from bighorn sheep range in
Alternatives 2 and 5 would prevent potential forage conflicts if sheep
popul ations were to increase greatly (Figure 2-5)

Wt er - Associ ated Birds

Livestock grazing in wetland habitat affects water-associated birds. Gazing
can reduce nesting success by renoving the required herbaceous residua
cover. Nesting success can also be reduced by tranpling or disturbance.
Food plants such as snmartweed and sedge are often grazed before they can be
utilized by birds. Li vestock tranpling causes conpaction and | oss of
vegetation which reduces food and cover for birds. The acres of wetl and
habitat affected by various grazing systens and resulting habitat trend are
shown in Tables 3-6 and 3-8

Grazing Systens

Exclusion of livestock would greatly inprove nesting success in wetlands such

as at Greaser Reservoir and Twenty Mle Slough. Restrictive use would
greatly increase bird production during the initial |ivestock exclusion
phase. When grazing is resumed, bird production would decrease but would

remai n higher than existing levels
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The rest treatment of rest rotation systems would provide good nesting cover
the following spring. Gazed pastures in rest rotation systems would result
in poor nesting cover and food. The spring and rotation grazing systens,
which allow for regrowth of vegetation, would inprove habitat. Deferred,
winter, spring/fall and deferred rotation would result in very low bird
product ion because of heavy utilization of vegetation in wet |ands.
Spring/summer grazing would change plant composition to species less
desirable for nost birds.

Li vestock grazing in the Warner Valley potholes (Allotnent 523) does not
significantly affect bird production. The anount of spring runoff is nore of
alimting factor than |ivestock. During | ow water years, bird use is |ow
regardl ess of previous grazing.

Range I nprovenent s

Proposed waterholes and reservoirs would increase wetland habitat by about 2
acres at each site (Table I-1). Bird distribution would be increased.

Concl usi on
Al ternatives 2 and 5 would inprove alnost all nesting habitat on public

| ands; greatly increased nesting success can be expected. Under the proposed
action and Alternative 4, about 70 percent of the wetlands would be inproved.

Moderately increased bird production can be expected. In Alternative 3,
grazing systens would be used to inprove wet [ands. Slightly increased bird
production can be expect ed. In Alternative 1, no inprovenment is expected on

74 percent of the wetlands. The existing low |level of bird production would
cont i nue.

O her Mammals, Upland Gane Birds, Other Birds,
Anphi bi ans and Reptiles

These animals are grouped to avoid repetition. | npacts are described in
general ternms and covering very broad areas; detailed analysis is not
possi bl e because site specific or species specific inpacts from existing or
proposed |ives tock managenent are largely unknown. Livestock grazing affects
these species primarily through changes in condition of riparian areas and
wetlands (see Wldlife Habitat in Riparian Areas and Wetlands, above), anount
of residual ground cover in upland areas and vegetative conposition.
Resi dual ground cover includes dried herbaceous vegetation which persists
t hrough wi nter and spring. In all areas, this cover is very inportant for
reproduct ion, escape from predators and maintenance of body tenperatures.
Long term subtle changes in vegetative conposition would inprove habitat for
sone species and have adverse inpacts on others (Egeline 1978)

G azing Systemns
Li vestock exclusion and restrictive use would inprove riparian habitat to at

| east good condition (Table 3-5 and 3-7). Wnter cover, nesting cover and
food woul d be increased. I ncreased shrub and tree growth in riparian areas
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would allow birds to nest in previously unoccupied areas. Speci es such as
valley quail, spotted frog and beaver, which are strongly associated with
riparian areas, would be greatly benefited. Species such as chukar partridge
and sage grouse, which do not require dense riparian vegetation, would
benefit only slightly. Studies at the WIIlow Creek exclosures (Al l ot ment
404) have shown greater bird species diversity and total numbers in protected
riparian habitat as conpared to adjacent grazed habitat.

In upland areas, exclusion and restrictive use would increase residual cover
and food. Each year, ungrazed grasses and forbs woul d mature and produce
seeds used by nmany species. Long-term changes in vegetative conposition
woul d favor species such as the | east chiprmunk and cottontail which are
benefited by ungrazed conditions. Sone species, such as black-tailed
jackrabbits, may decrease as disturbed areas now dom nated by annuals are
replaced with ungrazed perennial grasses.

G azing systenms which increase perennial grass vigor would inprove nesting
cover for ground nesters such as horned | arks. Rested pastures in rest
rotation systems would have the greatest amount of residual vegetation for
thermal cover and nesting. Gazing treatments during the following 2 or 3
years would result in decreased cover. The spring/sunmmer system which
allows grazing during the critical part of the growi ng season each year,
woul d result in very |low anmounts of residual cover. Decreased vi gor of
perenni al grasses would al so decrease cover. Remai ni ng systens are not
expected to have significant inpacts.

Range | nprovenents

Range inproverments by alternative are summarized in Table |-I. Veget ation
mani pul ation has immediate and often adverse inpacts because of dramatic
changes in vegetative conposition. Rermoval of sagebrush through herbicide
spraying, chaining or burning would have a severe adverse inpact on animals
which are dependent on sagebrush for food and cover (e.g., sage grouse,
bl ack-tailed jackrabbit). Decreased sagebrush woul d be adverse to brush-
nesters such as sage sparrows and manmal s such as the pygny rabbit (Olterman
and Verts 1972). Loss of thermal cover would be adverse to reptiles such as
horned |izards and |eopard lizards (Storm 1966). G assl and speci es such as
horned larks and ground squirrels would increase along with predators such as
ferrugi nous hawks.

Sagebrush control, while increasing edge effect, decreases habitat diversity
for animals with small home ranges. The nunber of different kinds of aninals
in the treated areas woul d decrease. Untreated or |eave patches woul d not
entirely offset |osses of food and cover.

The herbicide 2,4-D is not expected to have direct inpacts on wildlife. Wen
used as manufacturer's |abel prescribes, 2,4-D has not been reported to be
poi sonous to wldlife. In a worst case situation, drift may result in
i mportant food and cover patches being sprayed. Besides killing sagebrush,
2,4-D woul d al so reduce perennial forbs which are an inportant wildlife food
sour ce.
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In the short term burning woul d noderately reduce populations. Sone aninals
would be killed during the fire; others would be displaced to areas where
they could not conpete with the existing popul ations. Burning would benefit
wildlife by creating a significant amunt of edges. More herbaceous food
woul d be available adjacent to sagebrush cover

Chaining would have adverse inpacts on wldlife because of the severe
di sturbance to soil and vegetation. Small nmanmmal burrows and bird nest sites
in shrubs and trees would be destroyed. Chai ning would permit good control
of | eave patches. | nportant food and cover can be precisely |ocated and
easi |y avoi ded

Juni per chaining, burning or cutting would be beneficial to sone species and
adverse to others. Decreased juniper would be adverse to tree nesters such
as pinyon jay and Cark's nutcracker. I ncreased grass and shrubs would be
beneficial to species such as the nmeadow | ark, sage sparrow and deer nouse
Nunbers and kinds of small animal species would be expected to increase

Seedi ngs which are domi nated by crested wheatgrass would greatly decrease
habi tat diversity. Al though m xtures of grasses, shrubs and trees are
planted, crested wheatgrass is often the only plant species that survives.
Reynol ds and Trost (1978) found that crested wheatgrass plantings, regardless
of livestock use, supported fewer nesting bird species and a |ower density of
birds, mammals and reptiles than did areas dom nated by sagebrush. Nesting
birds were reduced to a single species, the horned lark. Simlar inpacts can
be expected in the EI S area. Seedi ngs whi ch establish forbs, shrubs and
trees in addition to crested wheatgrass woul d have greater habitat diversity
(Appendix B, Table B-3) than a seeding conposed primarily of crested
wheat gr ass.

Vells, springs and pipelines would increase seasonal distribution of aninals

primarily birds, which are able to drink fromlivestock troughs. Cccasi onal
drownings of small birds and manmmal s woul d occur in troughs despite escape
ranmps. Quzzlers would increase distribution for birds, primarily sage grouse
and chukar partridge

I ncreased sources of water provided by new reservoirs would increase distri-
bution and nunbers of species such as the nountain cottontail, Brewer's
bl ackbird and spotted frog. Full potential of new reservoirs would not be
realized because there would be no protection of vegetation at the water's
edge during grazing seasons.

Concl usi ons
Inpacts to populations are conpared in Table 3-12. Overal |l inmpacts on
popul ations within the entire EIS area would be | ow to noderate. Sone

speci es woul d increase or decrease slightly depending on the alternative and
degree of habitat nodification. Localized inpacts could be nore pronounced

Vegetation manipulation would greatly reduce bird, mammal and reptile popul a-
tions on 7 percent (Alternative 4), 11 percent (proposed action, Alternative
5) or 55 percent (Alternative 3) of the big and | ow sagebrush vegetation
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type. (Approxinmately 73 percent of the EIS area is in these tw vegetative
types.) Bird and mammal popul ations can be expected to increase greatly
al ong streans and wetlands excluded from |ivestock grazing (proposed action,
Alternatives 2 and 5) and anphibian popul ations would increase slightly due
to this protection.

Table 3-12 Summary of Inpacts to Small Aninal Popul ations

No Elim opt . Opt. WIid Opt.

Proposed Action Lvstk. Lvstk. Horse  Qther
Ani mal  Group Action Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 At. 4 Alt. 5
Mammal s -L NC +M H L -L
Upl and Gane Birds + NC +L -M +L +L
Qther Birds -L NC +M -H -L -L
Anphi bi ans +L NC +M +L +L +M
Reptiles -L NC +M H -L -L
Note: Increase is shown by +, Decrease by -, NC = No change from existing
situation. Insufficient data prevent quantification. Anti ci pat ed

changes are expressed using Low (L), Medium (M) and High (H).

Fi sh

Fish would be affected prinmarily through changes in streanbed sedinentation,
bank stability and riparian vegetation. | pact predictions were made by
conparing existing grazing and fish habitat condition with proposed grazing
managenment at each stream segnent (Table 3-13, 2-8).

Results from these site specific analyses indicate long term condition and
trend of stream habitat (Table 3-14). Reservoirs woul d continue in poor
condition as a result of fluctuating water levels for irrigation. G azing
along reservoir shorelines does not lint fish production.

Grazing Systens

Li vestock exclusion and restrictive use would inprove fish habitat at |east
one condition class where livestock grazing has been linmiting fish production
(Table 3-13). Excluding livestock from damaged stream areas is a proven
management technique to increase fish production. Successful streanbank
fencing projects have been docunmented in Oregon (Winegar 1977), Wah (Duff
1978) and el sewhere. Wthin the EIS area, |ivestock exclusion has inproved
willow growth along WIlow Creek (Allotnment 404). Beneficial effects of
inproved riparian vegetation include reduced water tenperatures, reduced silt
and increased summer flows. Dense riparian vegetation stabilizes the stream
banks and provides cover and food for fish. Subsequent |ivestock use in
restrictive wuse areas would maintain inproved fish habitat. I ncreased
vegetative cover on watersheds with Aternative 2 would decrease sedinents, a
beneficial inpact to fish.
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Table 3-13 Public Stream Ml es of Fish Habitat which would
be Affected by the Proposed Action or Alternatives

At. 1 Ale. 2 At. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5

Type of Grazing Proposed No Elimnate Optinm ze Optim ze Optimze
or Management Action Action Livestock Livestock WId Horses O her
Excl ude Livestock 22.0 13.0 56.0 13.0 22.0 53.0
Restrictive Use 8.5 0 0 0 8.5 0
Spri ng/ Sunmmer .5 5.0 0 .5 .5 5
Rest Rotation 15.5 25.5 0 27.5 15.5 3.0
Deferred 5.5 7.5 0 7.0 5.5 5
Spring/ Fal l 0 2.5 0 2.5 0 0
Rot ati on 3.0 0 0 3.0 3.0 0
Spring 0 1.5 0 1.5 0 0
Fenced Range

Feder al 1.0 1.0 0 1.0 1.0 1.0
| naccessible to

Li vest ock 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Unal lottted 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0

Tot al 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0

Table 3-14 Public Stream MIles of Fish Habitat--
Esti mated Condition and Trend

At 1 At. 2 Alt. 3 At. 4 At. 5
Exi sting Proposed No Elinmnate Optinize Optim ze Optim ze
Condition Situation Action Action Livestock Livestock WId Horses O her
Excel | ent 3.0 5.5 3.0 6.0 5.5 5.5 5.5
Good 12.5 20.0 16.0 31.0 13.5 20.0 29.5
Fai r 16.5 16.0 15.0 12.5 15.5 16.0 11.5
Poor 18.5 10.5 13.0 5.5 12.5 10.5 8.0
Unknown 1/ 14.5 13.0 18.0 10.0 18.0 13.0 10.5
Tot al 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
Trend
uP 9.0 29.0 16.0 47.0 16.0 29.0 43.5
Static 17.5 29.0 30.0 18.0 31.0 29.0 18.5
Down 1.0 2.0 6.0 0 2.0 2.0 1.5
Unknown 1/ 37.5 5.0 13.0 0 16.0 5.0 1.5
Total 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0
1/ Acres in the unknown category are different with each alternative because acres
excluded from livestock varies with each alternative. The assunption was made
thatd | ivestock exclusion would result in at |east good condition and upward
trend.
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Rest rotation, spring and rotation grazing would at |east maintain existing

fish habitat. Deferred, and spring/sumer would concentrate |ivestock in
riparian areas during all or nost of the sunmmer; therefore, a downward trend
can be expected. Systens which significantly increase vegetative cover on

wat er sheds woul d benefit fish by decreasing sedinents
Concl usi ons

Alternatives 2 and 5 would increase fish production in perennial streans
because of inproved vegetative cover in riparian areas and surroundi ng
wat er sheds. The proposed action and Alternative 4 would noderately increase
fish production on 23 streammniles protected fromlivestock. Alternatives 1
and 3 would increase fish production on 13 stream nmiles recently excluded
fromlivestock

Thr eat ened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

The proposed action and alternatives are not expected to affect nesting bald
eagl es or suspected nesting activity by peregrine falcons. Changes in snmal
manmal popul ati ons and vegetation would not be great enough to affect kit fox
habi t at . I npacts to nesting snowy plovers are not expected. On public
lands, the |ake playas and dunes used by snowy plovers receive light or no
livestock use.

About 14 public streamniles of Warner sucker habitat has recently been

excl uded from grazing. Alternative 2 would exclude grazing from an addi-
tional 2 miles of sucker habitat. Beneficial effects of resultingi nproved
ri parian vegetation are described in the fish section. The proposed action

and alternatives would maintain or possibly increase existing popul ations.
Adverse inmpacts fromirrigation would not be changed by the proposed action
or alternatives

Al though Foskett Springs is on private |and, BLM licensed cattle on
surrounding public land have access to the spring. It is not known whet her
existing grazing is beneficial or harnful to dace at Foskett Springs. The
smal | popul ation of dace found on public |and woul d not be inpacted since the
areawoul d renmain excluded fromlivestock under all alternatives

No inpacts are expected to the Hutton Springs Tui chub. Its habitat is on
private land entirely fenced from surrounding public |and

| MPACTS ON RECREATI ON

Vegetation Allocation and Gazing Systens

Alteration of the recreational experience for certain activities can occur as
a result of grazing management activities. Beneficial and adverse inpacts
are quantifiable in terns of expected visitor use changes. Research by
Meganck and G bbs (1979) and Downi ng and Clark (1979) suggests that few
recreationists are disturbed by livestock grazing, as long as deer habitat,

vehicle access and site integrity are not inpaired
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Hunting and wildlife sightseeing visitor use would be expected to change in
relation to inmpacts on the species sought. Inpacts to wildlife (q.v.)
identifies those inpacts to big gane, upland game and waterfow under the
proposed action and alternatives which would subsequently create inpacts to
visitor use. Further, [livestock exclusions and riparian habitat protection
i nherent in the proposed action and Alternatives 2, 4 and 5 would enhance
fishing, waterfow and upland gane hunting in sone areas. FElsewhere, fences
woul d i npede access for sone recreationists. The resultant |ong-term inpact
woul d be nore one of annoyance to recreationists, causing slight localized
reductions or relocation of visitor use in some activities such as fishing,
hunting and sightseeing

I mpacts to general sightseeing are related to the effects on scenic quality

(see Inpacts on Visual Resources). Under Alternative 1, visitor use
proj ections would not be inpacted. The elimnation of grazing (Alternative
2) would result in enhanced sightseeing opportunities. Under the proposed

action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, visual contrasts between grazed and
rested pastures would cause short-term visitor wuse reductions in nost
activities due to the degradation of scenic quality and recreational
experi ence. In the long term sightseeing opportunities and recreational
experience woul d be enhanced as forage abundance and quality inprove

Range | nprovenents

Site-specific adverse inpacts within certain recreation activity areas woul d
occur as a result of range inprovenent projects which inpair access, site
integrity and/or the recreational experience. Veget ation mani pul ation
projects and fencing have the potential to create the nost significant
adverse inpacts. Elsewhere, fencing would stabilize streanbanks and inprove
fishing. Water devel opments would attract wildlife and enhance hunting and
si ghtseeing opportunities. Tabl e 3-15 sunmmarizes, for the proposed action
and alternatives, the significant beneficial and adverse inpacts to |ocalized
visitor use in high quality recreation opportunity areas

Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in no inpacts as no new range i nprovenents
are proposed. Under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, the
cross country use of notor vehicles during the construction and mai ntenance
of some range inprovement projects would create uninproved trails and tracks

I mproved access for dispersed recreation use would result. These trails and
tracks may also create adverse inpacts to those recreationists who perceive
them as degradatory to natural and pristine rangeland conditions

Wthin the Lakeview EIS area, nunerous other areas were rated as having
moderate quality recreation opportunities. In some cases, the inplenmentation
of range inprovements may cause degradation of the present recreation
experience in these areas. For exanpl e, under the proposed action and
Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, inpacts may occur in nobderate-quality recreation
activites and areas such as deer hunting in the Silver Lake-Fort Rock area

rock collecting in the Sunstone area, zoologic sightseeing at Flagstaff Lake,
bot ani ¢ sightseeing in the Drakes/Colvin area and historic sightseeing as
shown in Table 3-16
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Table 3-15 Inpacts to Hgh Quality Recreation Qpportunity Areas

| mpact
Quality Degree of Inpact to 1/ Cccurrence
Recreation Activity Quality Rating Area Rat i ng Potenti al Impactor Allotnent/s Localized Visitor Use- (by Aternative)
Hunting (big gane) Hbg- 276, Coyote/Colvin/Fish 13/A  Nunerous 502, 503, 517,
Creeks 518, 519, 520 -L PA, 3, 4, 5
Hunting (upland game) Hug-279, Drakes/Colvin 13/A Numerous 501, 519, 520,
521, 524 -L PA, 3, 4, 5
Hunting (waterfow) Haf - 278, \arner Lakes 12/A  Spray and seed (2,400
acres); fencing (5 mles) 523 -L PA, 3, 4 5
8 reservoirs 523 +L 3
Fencing (12 mles) 523 -L 5
w Hang Giding Ohg- 211, Doughtery Slide 30/A Burn and seed (1,800 600 0 PA 3, 4, 5
5 acres); spray (1,800 acres)
(o))
H king and Horseback  Chb-178, Fish Creek Rim 20/A  Burn (1,200 acres) adjacent 202, 520 -L PA, 3, 4, 5
Ri di ng Ext ensi ve spraying adjacent 201, 202, 208,
520 -L 3
Chb- 273, Abert Rim 23/A Spring devel opnment 518 +L PA 3, 4, 5
Si ght seei ng Sz0- 203, Sagehen 20/ A Nunerous 600 -M PA, 3, 4, 5
(zoologic) Szo- 365, Aspen Lake 23/A  \ater devel opnent 822 +L PA, 3, 4, 5
Szo-364, MIler C. Canyon 21/A 2 water devel opnents;
Burn (100 acres) 884, 885 +L PA, 3 4, 5
Si ght seei ng
(historic) 2/
1/ Key: L = Low M= Mderate + = beneficial - = adverse

2/ See Table 3-19, summarizing potential inpacts on historic sites, for a listing of potential inpacts to both high and noderate quality
historic sightseeing areas. A slight reduction in visitor use would occur in those areas.



Estimated 1990 recreational visitation with the proposed act
alternatives is shown in Table 3-

Concl usi on

16.

ion and all

| mpl ementation of Alternative 1 would have no ef fect on long-term projected
use increases in nost

visitor use. Alternative 2 would result
activities. Under the proposed

recreational use reductions or

woul d occur in specific localities.

Tabl e 3-16 Estimated Recreational

act ion

in visitor
and Al ternatives 3,
i ncreases associated with certain activities

Visitation - 1990

4 and 5,

Visitor Days/ Year
Pr oposed
Recreational  Act ion At. 11/ At. 2 At. 3 At. 4 At. 5
Activity BLM Total .2/ BLM BLM BLM BLM BLM

Hunt i ng 24, 640 95, 272 24,396 24,640 23,830 24,520 24,740
Fi shing 11,710 No Data 9, 764 12,300 9,760 11,710 12,010
CGener al

Si ght seei ng 6, 990 123, 698 7, 354 7,720 6, 250 6, 990 6, 990
QG her 3/ 36,790 476, 365 38,723 40, 660 32,910 36,790 36,790
Tot al 80,130 695,335 80, 237 85, 320 72,750 80,010 80,530

1/ Estimated 1990 visitor use under a continuation of the existing situation
is based upon projections shown in Table 2-9.

2/ Represents 1990 tot al area-wide use for the Lakeview EIS area and
includes use on public as well as other |ands.

3/ Includes addit ional activities shown in Table 2-9.

Source :  Derived from Bureau planning docunents, visitor use project ions and
prof essi onal estinates.

| MPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES

I npacts on cultural resources as caused by livestock tranpling have been
docunment ed by Roney (1977), Logsdon (1976) and-Raggarty and Fl enni ken (1977).
Tranmpling adversely affects cultural resources by disturbing horizontal and
vertical relationships in deposits, breaking or ‘chipping artifacts, and
contaminating data sources. As a result, the subsequent norphol ogical and
functional interpretation of the disturbed cultural assenblage nay be biased.
The inpacts of tranpling are usually npost significant within one-quarter nile
of stock trails, fencelines, watering areas and salt sources.
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Vegetation Allocation and Gazing Systens

Under the proposed act ion and Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5, initial vegetation
all ocations to livestock are |l ess than the existing situation and woul d
result in an area-wi de reduction of cultural site tranpling and erosion.
However, analysis of short-term inpacts under the proposed action indicates
that in the 21 allotnents with proposed upward vegetation allocations the
potential for cultural site trampling would increase.

Grazing systens with spring pasture use would result in artifact displace-
mnt , as soil would be wetter and subject to nore conpact ion, churning and
m xi ng. Fall use may result in reduced vegetal cover and greater suscepti-
bility to tranpling and erosion if grazed the follow ng spring. In the |ong
term increased residual veget at ive cover would help to control erosion at
cultural sites.

Range | nprovenents

Range inprovenent project construct ion nay serve to uncover sites not
identified during the intensive cultural resource surveys which precede each
ground-di sturbing act ion (see Chapter 1). At the sanme t ime, however,
construct ion may inadvertently disturb or totally destroy an unidentified
site. Management of cultural values is a priority once cultural sites are
i dentifi ed. In some cases, site vandalismwould result as site | ocations
become common know edge as a result of increasing range visitation.

Anal ysis indicates that sone of the activities involved in inplenentation of
t he Lakeview rangel and nanagenent program have the potential to adversely
inpact cultural resources. For this reason, site-specific intensive field
i nventories would be conducted prior to ground disturbance. If cultural
resources are ident if ied, every effort would be nmade to design the |ivestock
grazing and range inprovement prograns in order to avoid inpacts to known
cul tural sites. This level of analysis is found in the site-specific
environnmental assessments conpleted prior to the inplement at ion of range
inprovenents and al |otnment management plans (AWPs). \Were it is not prudent
or feasible to avoid adverse effects, BIM will consult with the Oregon State
H storic Preservation Of ice (SHPO) and will devel op nmutually acceptable
mt igat ing neasures. The Advisory Council on H storic Preservation wll be

notified of the agreed upon nitigating measures. If the BLM and SHPO cannot
agree on nitigating neasures, BLM wll request the Advisory Council’s
comments, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800. 6. This procedure is in accordance

wWith the programatic Menorandum of Agreenent by and between the BLM
Advi sory Council on Historic Preservation and the National Conference of
State Historic Preservation O ficers, dated January 14, 1980.

Based on existing cultural resource data, Table 3-17 identifies potential
i mpacts to National Register sites, potential National Register sites and
districts, and paleontologic sites. Tables 3-18 and 3-19 delineate potential
impacts to currently identified archeologic and historic sites, respectively.

Design restraints and review and protection procedures would be fully
conplied with to mnimze adverse inpacts to cultural resources. Wher e
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Table 3-17 Potential Impacts to National Register Sites, Potential National Register Sites or Districts
and Paleontologic Sites

Impact
1 Occurrence
Site Potential Impactor Allotment/s  (by Alternative)
National Register Site
Picture Rock Pass Spray 400, 709 3
Oregon Central Military Road Spray and seed; pipeline 600 3
(100 yard segment)
Potential National Register Site
Tucker Hill Spray and seed (150 acres) adjacent 409 PA, 3, 4, 5
Connelly Caves Spray 715 3
Fort Rock Sand Dunes Spray and seed 904 3
Potential National Register District
West Lake Abert Fencing (1 mile) 400 PA, 3, 4, 5
Lost River Burn and seed (200 acres) 890 PA, 3, 4, 5
Lucky Reservoir Spray (200 acres) 207 3
Gerber Reservoir Burn (200 acres) 882 PA, 3, 4, 5
Burn and seed (400 acres) 885 3
Long Lake Burn and seed (4,880 acres); burn (4,480 acres);
Spray (300 acres); 9 waterholes; 4 reservoirs;
fencing (4 miles) 216, 217, 600 PA, 3, 4, 5
Fencing (15 miles) 216, 217, 600 5
7 reservoirs; burn and seed (3,600 acres); burn
(3,500 acres); spray (1,200 acres) 216, 217, 600
Twenty Mile Slough Spray and seed (600 acres) 205 PA, 3, 4, 5
Fencing (2 miles) 205 5
May Lake Burn (1,080 acres); burn and seed (1,440 acres);
1 reservoir; spray and seed (1,200 acres); spray
(280 acres ) 212 PA, 3, 4, 5
Fencing (3 miles) 212 5
Burn and seed (4,200 acres); spray (3,600
acres); 4 reservoirs 212 3
Paleontologic Sites
Fossil Lake Fencing (3 miles) 103 PA, 3, 4, 5
Unnamed Burn and seed (600 acres) 518 PA, 3, 4, 5
Fencing (1 mile) 518 5
Spray 518 3
Unnamed Spray 600 PA, 3, 5
Unnamed Burn and seed (300 acres) 509 PA, 3, 4, 5
Unnamed Spray and seed; pipeline 600 3

1/ Potential impacts to the site setting integrity of cultural resources include ground disturbance,
trampling, erosion and vandalism.




feasible, direct inpacts to signif icant sites would be avoi ded. Oten,
however, the potential inmpacts would disturb the integrity of the site’s
setting. Interpretive, educat ional, recreational and esthetic potential of
these sites would decrease.

Table 3-18 Potential Inpacts to Archeologic Sites

Nunmber of Sites Potentially |npacted
Alt. 2 At. 3 At. 4 At. 5

Proposed At. 1 Elim opt . opt. opt .

Site type Act ion No Action Lvstk. Lvstk. Hor ses Q her
Open 47 0 0 132 41 46
Rock Shelter 1 0 0 4 1 3
Rock Art 5 0 0 7 5 6
Buri al | 0 0 | 1 1

Tot al 54 0 0 144 48 56
Percent age of
Tot al Known
Sites (772) 7% 19 % 6 % 7%

Concl usi on

Appropriate nmeasures would be taken to identify and protect cultural sites
prior to ground-disturbing activities. Shoul d sites remmin undi scovered,
they would be susceptible to artifact breakage, chipping, displacenent and
cont ani nat ion.

Anal ysis indicates that a nunber of proposed range inmprovenents have the
potential to adversely inpact known cultural resources. Project redesign or
the adoption of appropriate nmitigating nmeasures would serve w» mnimze
adverse inpacts to significant cultural resour ces. Site specific
environment al assessnments will apply this 1level of analysis to assure
cultural resource protect ion. Final BLM conpliance with 36 CFR Part 800
woul d occur at this tine.

No direct inpacts would occur to sites on or eligible for the National
Regi ster. Adverse inpacts to other known sites would primarily be a result

of the degradation of site setting integrity due to grazing and range
i mprovenents in proximty to the sites.
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Table 3-19 Potential

Inpacts to Historic Sites

| npact
Occurrence
Site ) ) Quality (by
Nunber Site Nane Owner shi p Site Type Rating Pot enti al Impactor Allotnent/s Alternative)
Shi - 108 Reading Route BLM other Emigrant trail 11/B Reservoirs (2) 1000 PA, 3, 4, 5
Spray (along 6 miles) 1000 3
shi-109 Wagontire Mn. - BLM other Wagon road 7/c Pi peline across; spray and
Abert Lake Road seed (along 2.5 niles) 1001 PA, 3, 4, 5
Spray and seed (along 5 miles) 1000 3
Burn and seed (along 10 niles) 515 3
Shi-149 Fremont's Route  BLM other Scientific; 13/B Spray and seed (along 5 miles); 205, 209, 213 PA 3, 4, 5
mlitary Burn (along 1 nile)
Fencing (along 2 mles); 205 5
Fence Cr0ssi ng 222
Burn and seed (along 3 niles) 205 3
Shi-193 Oregon Central BLH Wgon road 17/ A 2 pipelines across; adjacent
Mlitary Road spray and seed (640 acres) 600 PA, 3, 5
Burn and seed adjacent 600 3
2 fence crossings 600 5
Spray (along 2 miles); spray
and seed (along 3 niles) 600 3
Shi-237 Oregon Central BLM other Wagon road 17/A 3 mles fence along 519 PA, 3, 5
Mlitary Road Burn and seed (along 1 mile) 519 3
Shi-239 Fremont 's Route BLH, other Scientific; 13/B Burn and seed (along 1.5
mlitary nles); fencing; pipeline 515, 516, 517 PA 3, 4, 5
Spray and seed (along 8 niles) 515, 516 3
Shi-241 Coyote Hills BLM M ni ng 11/8 Reservoirs (2); spring; fencing 517 PA 3, 4, 5
Mning District (1 nile); spray and seed (800
acres)
Fencing (7 m | es) 517 5
Shi-245 Sid Luce Ditch ot her Agricul ture; Ad jacent burn and seed 518 PA, 3, 4, 5
area resi dence Fencing 518 5
Shi-247 --- BLM ot her Wagon road 1218 Burn and seed (along 5 miles);
Spray and seed (1.5 nmiles);
fencing (along 4 niles); 511, 512, 517, PA 3, 4, 5
wat erhol e and pipeline 523
Burn (along 8 miles) 511 3
Burn and seed (along 3 niles) 512 3
Spray and seed (along 4 miles) 517 3
Shi-283 Fremont’s Route  BLH other Scientific; 14/B Spray and seed (along 1 nile) 404, 409 PA 3 4, 5
mlitary
Shi - 032 Prineville - BLM other \agon road 17/ A Pi peline (3 niles) 908 PA, 3, 4, 5
Silverl ake Spray and seed (along 2 miles) 908 3
Road to Elgi BLM other Wagon road Fencing across (2 |ocations) 1000 PA 3 4, 5
Dry Valley BLH other Wagon road Fencing across (2 locat jons);
pipeline (1 nile) 1000 PA, 3 4,5
--- Road to Sheep BLM other Wagon road Burn (1,800 acres); fencing 510 PA 3, 4, 5
canp
Surprise Valley BLM other Wagon road -— Spray and seed (1,200 acres) 523 PA, 3, 4, 5
to Rarney
Shel don Range BLM other Wagon road -— Burn and seed (400 acres) 600 PA 3, 4, 5
Vicinity
Shi-031 Yreka Trail BLH, other Trail 17/ A Fencing (5 miles); waterhole 102, 103 PA, 3, 4 5
Spray (along 10 miles) 103 3
Shi - 030 Jacksonville- BLH, other Wagon road 13/8 2 fence crossings 103 PA, 3, 4, 5
Boise City Spray (along 12 niles) 103 3
Shi - 152 Line Cabins BLM other Cabins 13/8 Spray 207 3
Shi -195 Spalding Ranch ot her Sett | ement -—- Burn 600 3

3-41



| MPACTS ON VI SUAL RESOURCES

Vegetation Allocation and Gazing Systens

Under the proposed action and Alternatives 1, 3, 4 and 5, no significant
impacts to visual resources would result due to vegetation allocation. The
elimnation of grazing (Alternative 2) would inprove visual resources
primarily due to increased plant diversity and reestablished vegetation in
tranpl ed areas.

G azing systens (especially rest rotation and deferred rotation) create
contrast between grazed and rested pastures. Under the proposed action and
Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, this contrast would be significant in some |ocalized
ar eas. Under Alternative 1, visual contrast would not increase over that
under the existing situation. Contrasts due to grazing systems would not
occur under Alternative 2. Under the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4
and 5, VRM Class | objectives may not be met in the Lost Forest area of
Allotnent 103 as a result of a proposed rest rotation grazing system there.

In areas managed under VRM Class Il and IIl objectives, inpacts of grazing
systems would be minimal as the inplenmentation of VRM program procedures and
constraints would allow for conpatibility with the class objectives. In the

long term as forage abundance and quality inprove, contrasts between
pastures woul d not be as significant.

Range | nprovenents

Each type of range inprovenent was exanined to determine the degree of
contrast it would create to the typical |andscape of the Lakeview EI S area
(BLM Manual 8431). No inpacts would occur in VRM Class |V areas. Table 3-20
identifies the range inprovenents under the proposed action and alternatives
whi ch have the potential to exceed the maximum visual inpact consistent with
f oreground- m ddl eground zones of VRM Class Il and |11 [|ands. | npacts woul d
be minimal in background or sel dom seen zones (greater than 5 mles fromthe
viewer). Alternatives 1 and 2 would create no inpacts as a result of range
i mprovenents. Addi tional range inprovenents occurring under Alternative 3
woul d increase those inpacts identified as a result of the proposed action.
Under this alternative, additional inpacts would be significant in some areas
of Allotnents 103, 206, 208, 400, 519, 520 and 709 where extensive vegetation
mani pul ati on would take place in VRMCass | or Il areas. Under Alternative
4, fewer range inprovements (see Table 1-3) in Allotments 103, 400 and 600
woul d slightly reduce those inpacts associated with the proposed action.

Under Alternative 5 an additional 7 mles of fencing in Alotnents 201 and
208 woul d exceed the maxi num vi sual inpact consistent with the foreground-
nm ddl eground of that VRM Class |l area. Under the proposed action and
Alternatives 3, 4 and 5, decreased vegetative cover in localized |ivestock
concentration areas around all new water devel opnents would al so create
significant visual contrast.
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Table 3-20 Potential Inpacts to Visual Resources

Vi sual | npact
VRM Area of Potential Inpact Sensitivity 2/ Cceurrence
Oass (sensitivity area) Level Impactor — Al lotnent/s (by Aternative)
I Lost Forest Hi gh Spray (3,600 acres) 103 3
11 Fremont Hi ghway 31 near Lower Medi um Burn and seed (150 acres); fencing 400 PA 3, 4, 5
Chewaucan Marsh (3 niles); waterhole
Frenont H ghway 31, vicinity Medi um Burn and seed (840 acres); fencing 400.. 709. 710 PA 3, 4, 5
of Silver Lake (10 niles)
Burn (600 acres) 705, 901 3
Spray (5,400 acres) 400, 709 3
Burn and seed (300 acres) 713 3
Spray and Seed (300 acres) 710 3
chain and seed (640 acres) 709 3
Gerber Reservoir Medi um Burn (1,900 acres); fencing (1 nile); 882, 883, 885
H gh reservoir
Burn and seed (640 acres) 885 3
West of Monunent Flat, High Burn and seed (1,090 acres); spray 206, 500, 501, PA 3, 4 5
vicinity of Fish and Drakes and seed (320 acres); fencing (11 519, 520
Creeks, H ghway 140, Road to mles); spring devel opnent; water-
Pl ush hole; 2 reservoirs
Burn and seed (18,000 acres) 206, 519, 520 3
Spray and seed (4,800 acres) 520 3
Spray (1,850 acres) 206, 208 3
Fencing (7 niles) 201, 208
1 reservoir 208 3
11 H ghway 70 and Poe Valley Roac Hgh Burn and seed (120 acres) ; chain and 829, 838 PA, 3, 4, 5
seed (100 acres)
Malin-Bonanza Road Hi gh Burn and seed (30 acres); juniper 801 PA 3, 4, 5
control (75 acres)
East Langell Road H gh Burn (80 acres) 883 PA 3, 4, 5
WIlow Valley Road Hi gh Burn and Seed (450 acres); 890 PA 3, 4, 5
3 wat erholes
H ghway 31 Medi um Fence (12 niles) 400 PA 3, 4, 5
Spray (6,000 acres) 400 3
Fossi| Lake Medi um Fence (4 niles) 103 PA 3, 4, 5
Doughtery Ri m Road Low Spray (300 acres); burn and seed 600 PA 3 4, 5
(300 acres)
Twenty Mle Creek Low Reservoi r 211
H ghway 140 Medi um Burn (940 acres); spray and seed 205, 210, 211,
(1,000 acres) 213, 215
Burn (6,500 acres) 205, 215, 217,
222 3
Spray (3,600 acres) 210, 215 3
3 reservoirs 217, 222, 600 3
Burn and seed (4,000 acres) 600 3
Spray and seed (800 acres) 211, 218 3
Adel to Plush Road Low Spray and seed (200 acres); burn and 204, 222 PA 3, 4, 5
seed (640 acres)
H ghway 140 to Plush Road Medi um Burn and seed (400 acres) 502, 503 PA 3, 4, 5
Burn (640 acres); spray (640 acres) 503 3
Hogback Road LowW Spray and seed (1,800 acres) 523 PA, 3, 4, 5
Bonanza Hi ghway near Dairy Medi um Burn (800 acres) 807 3
Warner Valley Medi um 8 reservoirs 523 3
Fencing (12 niles) 523 5

1/ Inpacts would be nost significant in areas of nedium or high visual sensitivity, as based on an

eval uation of user volume, user concern, zoneof influence and special interest group concern.
2/ All inpactors listed would occur in the foreground-middl eground visual distance zone (within 5
T miles of the sensitivity area identified).
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Concl usi on
Certain portions of the Lakeview EIS area nay experience degradation of
visual quality. Design features, as well as VRM program procedures and
constraints, would minimze landform and vegetative contrast changes.

Vi sual contrasts due to vegetation nmnipulation would be tenporary until

vegetation is reestablished. In the long term visual quality would inprove
as range condition inproves. Potential inpactors identified in Table 3-20
woul d be nost significant in VRMCass I, Il and Il foreground-m ddl eground

areas with high or medium visual sensitivity.
| MPACTS TO AREAS OF CRITI CAL ENVI RONMENTAL CONCERN

No impacts would occur to the two areas proposed for ACEC designation under
the proposed action and Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 5. Under Alternative 3, the
Lost Forest would be adversely inpacted as about 2,400 acres of the area
woul d be sprayed for sagebrush control (Allotnent 103). The change in
speci es conposition would inpact the natural values of this Research Natural
Area.

[ MPACTS TO SPECI AL AREAS

Inpacts to the Lost Forest Research Natural Area are discussed in the
precedi ng section dealing with Impacts to Areas of Critical Environnental
Concern.

Warner Valley would be adversely inpacted under the proposed action and
Al ternatives 4 and 5. Numer ous range inprovenents are proposed wthin
Al lotments 511, 512 and 523 of the Warner Valley potential National Natural
Landmark identified by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service
(HCRS). Proposed inprovenents include 9.5 mles of fence (Alotnments 511,
512, 523), three waterholes (512), 1,280 acres of burning and seeding (512)
and 2,800 acres of spraying and seeding (523). Wi de (1973) stated that
North Warner Valley's relatively undi sturbed nature makes it ideal for
studyi ng geonor phic processes and historic and prehistoric water features.
Proposed inproverments woul d have slight adverse inpacts on this relatively
undi st urbed condition. However, it is not expected that the proposed
i nprovenent projects would adversely inpact the waterfow habitat and
geol ogi ¢ features which make the area significant.

Under Alternative 3, an additional 1,800 acres of burning followed by seeding
(Allotment 512), 1.5 miles of pipeline (512), two wells (512) and ei ght
reservoirs (523) would create additional adverse inpacts in VWarner Valley.
No inpacts to special areas would occur under Aternatives 1 and 2.

| MPACTS ON ENERGY USE
Table 3-21 indicates the energy investment in British Thermal Units (Btu's)

required for range inprovenent project construction and annual naintenance
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for the proposed act ion and alternatives. Alternative 1 would only require
energy consunption to maintain existing range inprovements. Alternative 2
woul d not consune any energy. It is assumed that all energy consumed woul d
be in the form of fossil fuels or derivatives.

Under the proposed action, the annual average energy investment of 113
billion Btu's for new project construct ion during the inplement at ion period
is about .02 percent of the projected 1980 Oregon total of 581 trillion Btu's
(Oregon Departnent of Energy 1980).

Table 3-21 Estinmated Energy Consunption for New Range
| nprovenent Project Construction and Mintenance

Energy Consunption Energy Consunption
(1,000,000 Btu's) (1,000,000 Btu's) For Annual
For Construction Mai nt enance of New Projects

Proposed Act ion 1,130,300 10, 900

Alternative 1 0 0

(No Action)

At ernat ive 2 0 0

(Elim. Lvstk.)

At ernat ive 3 3,847,500 48, 100

(Opt. Lvstk. )

Alternative 4 881, 200 8, 000

(Opt. Horses)

Alternative 5 1,341,800 11, 100

(Opt. G her)

| MPACTS ON SOCI CECONOM C CONDI TI ONS

| nt roduction

The economic inpacts of the proposed act ion and alternatives are expressed in
terns of the effects on: annual forage needs of users (operators) ; ranch

sale and collateral values; ranch incone and operations; and |ocal income and
enpl oyment from grazing, construction of range inprovenents, hunting and
fishing and other recreational activity. Social inpacts not primarily
economi ¢ in nature are discussed as appropriate.

Effect on Users’ Forage Needs

The effects of the proposed action and alternatives on the forage needs of
i ndi vi dual operators were cal cul ated on the assunption that future |ivestock
forage allocations would be assigned to users in each allotnment in direct
proportion to their 1979 active preference in that allotnent. Permitted or
| eased use in 1979 was subtracted fromfuture allocations determined in this
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way and the result (representing the change in AuMs for that operator) was
converted to a proportion of the operator’s annual forage needs (by dividing
by 12 times the herd size). Since these effects are nmeasured as changes from
1979 permtted/ |l eased use as a base, they do not correspond w th changes
measured from 1979 active preference.

Tabl e 3-22 and 3-23 show how i ndividual operators would be affected in terns
of their annual forage requirenents by the alternative actions at initial
i mpl ementation (Table 3-22) and in the long term (Table 3-23). These tables
show the nunber of operators in each herd size class classified by whether
they would have a loss, no change or a gain in public forage (forage from
BLM admi nistered lands). Those losing forage are classified by the size of
their loss in terms of their annual forage requirenents.

Also shown in these tables is the average change in forage as a percent of
annual requirements. This figure equals the total change in public forage
expressed as a percentage of the annual forage needs of all operators’ herds
conbi ned.

The seasonal distribution of public forage use is expected to correspond wth
that shown in Table 2-20 except for Alternative 2 (Elimnate Livestock
G azing).

Under the proposed action, one operator (with less than 100 animals) woul d
| ose public forage amounting to nore than 20 percent of annual forage needs.
This |1 oss would exceed 20 percent of annual needs both initially and in the
long term No other operator would |ose nore than LO percent of annual
needs. At initial inmplenentation, public forage would be increased by an
average of 0.5 percent of operator annual needs, and in the long term it
woul d be increased by 6.9 percent of present needs.

The effects of other alternatives with the except ion of Aternatives 1 and 2
may be seen in the tables. Alternative 1 would continue existing public
forage use. The effect of Alternative 2 may be deternmined from Table 2-19
whi ch shows operator dependence on the public forage which would be withdrawn
by the inplenentation of this alternative.

Effect on Ranch Collateral and Sale Val ues

As noted in Chapter 2, BLM does not recognize grazing permits and |eases as
vested property rights; however, de facto effects on private asset valuation
may occur. The effect on ranch values as collateral for loans or in the sale
of the enterprise has been calculated by valuing public forage use at $45
per AUM  Tables 3-24 and 3-25 (Alternative 2) show the nunber of operators
experiencing a loss in ranch value by size of |oss.

A tenporary reduction in value at initial inplenentation mght not be

consequential unless a |oan were sought or the property sold during the
period of reduction.
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Change in forage

as percent of

annual requirenments P. A. Alt.3 Alt.4 Alt.5

Loss over 20.0
-15.0 to -19.9
-10.0 to -14.9
-50to~9.9
-0.1¢to=-49
No change
Gain

Average change

Loss over 20.0
-15.0 to -19.9
-10.0 to -14.9
-50to-99
-0.1to-4.9
No change
Gin

Average change

Loss over 20.0
-15.0 to -19.9
-10.0 to -1
- 5.0 to -
-0.1to ~
No change

Gin

4.9
9.9
4.9
Average change

Loss over 20.0
-15.0 to -19.9
-10.0 to -14.9
-50to-299
-0.1to-4.9
No change
Gin

Average change

Loss over 20.0
-15.0 to -19.9
-10.0 to -14.9
-50to-99
-0.1to-49
No change
Gin

Average change

3 38 5o 3¢ e 8 3@ 32 pe e

PRI A ]

Tabl e 3-22 Nunber

Lake and Harney Counties

- Initial

of Operators Affected by Change in Public Forage
I npl ementation 1/
(Change in public forage expressed as percent of annual forage requirements.)

o~

+10.2

o o

+ 4.9

11

10

2
23
17
33

+10.5

1
2
8
8

6

+ 9.8

HERD SI ZE

© 00—

HERD SI ZE

1

o Moo

+ 7.5

— o s

+ 4.9 + 39 + 25

2
23
18
32

1

3
23
17
30

— o o1 e

Kl amath County EIS Area
P. A Alt.3 Alt. 4 Alt.5 P.A At.3 Ait.4 At.5
UNDER 100 ANIMAL UNITS
- - 1 1 1 1
1 1
3 5
2 2 2 6 4 4 5 8
23 23 22 14 21 26 25 16
2 3 3 3 8 9 9 9
+ 1.3 +29 +28 -01 + 50 +60 + 57 3.1
100 to 399 ANIMAL UNITS
1 1
- - 3 1 1 1 5
1 1 1 8 3 3 2 12
25 25 25 15 33 33 33 20
5 5 5 5 13 13 13 12
+1.7+17+17 +0.3 +2.9+30 +26 1.2
HERO SIZE - 400 to 999 ANIMAL UNITS
1
1
1 1 1 2 6
t 1 | 4 12 12 1 13
a 8 8 4 10 11 11 5
1 1 1 1 11 10 10 8
+02 +02 +02 -10 +02 +03 -0.3 2.3
HERD S| ZE -1,000 OR MOREANI MAL UNI TS
1
3
1 8 8 9 13
3 3 3 2
1 1 1 10 10 8 3
+05 +1.3 +13 -0.8 -00 +02 -4.3 2.1
ALL OPERATCRS
1 1 2 1
1 2
1 2
7 2 2 3 19
4 4 4 19 27 27 21 46
56 55 55 33 73 73 72 43
9 10 10 9 42 42 40 32
+09 + 11 +11 ~0.3 +0.5+07 -23 1.6

+ 0.4 +0.6 -0.3

-19

1/ Alternatives 1 and 2 have been onitted fromthe table.

Alternative I.

It is assuned that no changes woul d occur under

Tabl e 2-19 shows the public forage use which would be |ost under Alrernative 2.

3-47



Table 3-23 Number of Operators Affected by Change in Public Forage
- Long-Term Allocation 1/
(Change in public forage expressed as percent of annual forage requirements.)

Change in forage

as percent of Lake and Harney Counties Klamath County EIS Area

annual requirements P. A, Alt.3 Alt.4 Alt.5 P. A. Alt.3 Alt.4 Alt.5 P, A, Alt.3 Alt.4 Alt.5

HERD SIZE -UNDER 100 ANIMAL UNITS
Loss over 20.0 % 1 - 1 1 1 - 1 1
~15.0 to -19.9 %
~10.0 to -14.9 %
~5.0¢to-9.97% 1 2 3
~ 0.1 to-4,97% 1 1 1 2 8 1 1 1 10
No change 3 2 3 2 14 14 14 9 17 16 17 11
Gain 8 10 8 7 13 13 13 8 21 23 21 15
Average change +12.4 +28,5 +12.6 + 9.8 + 4,0 +5.3 +4,0 + 1.1 + 7.5 +15.0 + 7.6 + 4.7
HERD SIZE - 100 to 399 ANIMAL UNITS
Loss over 20.0 %
~15.0 to ~19.9 %
~10.0 to -14.9 % 1 1 1 1
-~ 5.0to-9.97% 1 1
~ 0.1 to - 4.9 7% 1 1 1 4 2 1 2 7 3 2 3 11
No Change 6 4 6 5 11 11 12 12 17 15 18 17
Gain 12 14 11 9 18 19 17 11 30 33 28 20
Average change + 7.2 +20.6 + 5.8 + 4.7 + 2.4 + 3.4 + 2.5 +1.2 + 4,3 +10.2 + 3.8 + 2.6
HERD SIZE 400 to 999 ANIMAL UNITS
Loss over 20.0 % o
~15.0 to -19.9 %
~10.0 to -14.9 %
~5.0to~9.97% 1 1
~0.1to-4.972 1 1 5 10 5 1 1 5 15
No change 8 7 8 4 8 7 a 4
Gain 23 23 19 13 2 3 2 1 25 26 21 14
Average change + 7.1 +16.8 + 5.7 + 3.3 + 0.8 +# 1.5 + 0.8 - 0.4 + 5.2 +12.3 + 4.2 + 2,2
HERD SIZE 1,000 OR MORE ANIMAL UNITS
Loss over 20,0 %
~15.0 to -19.9 % 1 - 1 -
~10.0 to -14.9 7%
~5.0to-99%
~ 0.1 to - 4.9 % 3 5 1 3 6
No change 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2
Gain 19 19 15 13 1 1 1 - 20 20 16 13
Average Change + 8.2 +24.6 + 1.6 + 6.2 ¢« 2,0 +2.1 +2,0 -0.1 + 8.1 +24,1 + 1.6 + 6.1
ALL OPERATORS
Loss over 20.0 % 1 - 1 1 1 - 1 1
~15.0 to -19.9 % 1 - 1 -
~10.0 to -14.9 % 1 1 1 1
~5.0to-9972 2 3 5
-0.1to-4.97 3 3 10 21 3 1 2 21 5 4 12 42
No change 10 7 10 9 33 32 34 25 43 3 44 34
Gain 62 66 53 42 34 36 33 20 96 102 86 62
Average change + 8.0 +22,9 + 2.8 + 5.6 +1.9 +2,7 +1.9 + 0.4 + 6.9 +19.5 + 2.6 + 4.7

1/ Alternatives 1 and 2 have been omitted from the table. It is assumed that no changes would occur under
Alternative 1. Table 2-19 shows the public forage use which would be lost under Alternative 2.
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Table 3-24 Number of Operators with Loss in Ranch Value 1/
(Losses calculated on assumed value of $45 per AUM active preference)

Loss in Proposed Act ion #3 Opt. Livestock #4 Opt. Horses #5 Opt. Other
Ranch Value Initial Long Term Initial Long Term Imitial Long Term Initial Long Term

HERD SIZE UNDER 100 ANIMAL UNITS

Lake and Harney Counties:
Under $100
$100 - 999 3 2
$1,000 - 4,999
$5,000 - 9,999
Total
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Klamath County:
Under $100 2 2 2
$100 - 999
$1,000 - 4,999
$5,000 - 9,999

Total
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HERD SIZE 100-399 ANIMAL UNITS

Lake and Harney Counties:
Under $100 1 1 1
$100 - 999 1 1 1 1 1
$1,000 - 4,999
$5,000 - 9,999 - -
$10,000 - 19,999 - - -
$20,000 - 29,000

Total
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Klamath County:
Under $100 - 1 1
$100 - 999 -
$1,000 - 4,999 - 1
$5,000 - 9,999
$10,000 - 19,999
Total
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HERD SIZE 400-999 ANIMAL UNITS

Lake and Harney Counties:
Under $100 -
$100 - 999 -
$1,000 - 4,999 5
$5,000 - 9,999 5 -
$10,000 - 19,999 2 -
$20,000 - 29,999 -
$30,000 - 39,999 -
$40,000 - 49,999
$50,000 - 59,999

Total 17
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Klamath County:

Under $100 -

$100 - 999 -

$1,000 - 4,999 1 2 2

$5,000 -~ 9,999 1

$10,000 - 19,999

$20,000 - 29,999 _ . . __ 1
Total 4] 2 0 2
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HERD SIZE OVER 1,000 ANIMAL UNITS

Lake and Harney Counties:
Under $100
$100 - 999 1
$1,000 - 4,999
$5,000 - 9,999 2
$10,000 - 19,999 2
$20,000 - 29,999 1 -
$30,000 - 39,999 -
$40,000 - 49,999 1 - 1
$50,000 ~ 99,999 1 - 2 2
$100,000 - 199,999 1 - 1 2
$200,000 - 299,999 1
$300,000 - 399,999 1
$400,000 - 499,999
$500,000 - 999,999
$1.0 - 1.1 million

Tot al
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Klamath County:
Under $100
$100 - 999
$1,000 - 4,999
$5,000 - 9,999 .__
Total 0

- 1
= — — — — 1 —
0 0 0 0 0 1 1
1/ Changes in active preference rather than permitted use are used for the calculation of changes in ranch
values. Losses under Alternative 2 - Eliminate Livestock are tabulated in Table 3-25.
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Tabl e 3-25 Nunber of QOperators with Loss in Ranch Val ue under

Alternative 2 - Elininate Livestock 1/

(Losses cal cul ated on assumed val ue of $45 per AUM active preference)

Inplied loss in
Ranch Val ue

Under $100

$100 - 999

$1,000 - 4,999
$5,000 - 9,999
$10, 000 - 19, 999
$20, 000 - 29, 999
$30, 000 - 39, 999
$40, 000 - 49,999
$50, 000 - 99, 999
$100, 000 - 199, 999
$200, 000 - 299, 999

$300, 000 - 399, 999

$400, 000 - 499, 999

$500, 000 - 999, 999

$1.0 - 1.5 Mllion
Tot al

Under $100

$100 - 999

$1,000 - 4,999
$5,000 - 9,999
$10, 000 - 19,999
$20, 000 - 29,999
$30, 000 - 39,999
$40, 000 - 49,999
$50, 000 - 99,999
$100, 000 - 199, 999

Tot al

1, 000
Under 100 100- 399 400- 999 or nore

Ani mal s Ani mal s Ani mal s Ani mal s Tot al
LAKE AND HARNEY COUNTI ES

1 6 7

7 2 1 10

1 2 2 - 5

3 2 2 1 8

2 2 3 7

1 3 1 5

1 2 4 - 7

2 10 1 13

- 1 6 7

- 4 4

- 1 1

_ - _ 2 2

13 19 24 20 76

KLAMATH COUNTY

6 3 1 10

16 12 6 34

5 6 1 12

9 1 10

1 1

1 1

_ _ 1 _ L

27 31 10 1 69

1/ Changes in active preference rather than permitted use are used for the
cal cul ation of changes in ranch val ues
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An operator experiencing a substantial reduction in the value of property
used as collateral might be forced to sell out. The social inpact for the
operator and family would probably be nore severe than that associated wth
the | oss of another kind of business because of the close connection of the

ranching occupation and lifestyle. The intense involvenent of the ranch
famly in the business neans a substantial social adjustnent in changing
l'i vel i hoods. A second factor increasing the difficulty of change is the

relative isolation from other occupations and |ifestyles.

The effect on ranch values in total for the proposed action and each
alternative is as follows:

Action Initial Inplenentation Long Term
Proposed Action $- 334,000 $+2,595,000
Alternative 1 No change No change
Alternative 2 -7, 495, 000 -7, 495, 000
Alternative 3 - 236, 000 +8,279,000
Alternative 4 -1,608,000 + 636, 000
Alternative 5 -1,291, 00O +1,581,000

Ef fect on Average Operating |ncone

To determine the effect of changes in the availability of public forage on
ranch operations, representative budgets for four herd size classes were
devel oped frominfornati on obtained froma survey of operators. The effects
of average changes in public forage were analyzed by the Econom cs and
Statistics Service of the Department of Agriculture (Gee 1981l) by neans of
l'i near program nodel s which deternmined the optinum business adjustment. The
budgets and results of the analysis are presented in Appendix O.

The changes in the average operator's return above cash costs are shown in
Tabl e 3-26. Alternative 1 has been omitted fromthe table since no change
woul d occur.

Effect of Changes in Public Forage Use on Incone and Enpl oynent

The effect of the various potential managenent actions on sales of the
livestock industry and on the personal income of ranchers and the rest of the
comunity is shown in Table 3-27.
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Table 3-26 Effect on Average Return Above Cash Costs

(Average returnper ranch, 1977-78 average prices)
1979 At. 2 At. 3 4 Alt. 5
Permtted Proposed Action Opt. Lvstk opt. Horses opt. O her
Herd Size Use Base Initial Long Term Lvstk. Initial Long Term Initial Long Term Initial Long Term
LAKE AND HARNEY COUNTI ES
Under 100 $ 10,228  $1, 320 $ 1,378 s- 1,616  $1,320 $ 3,405 $ 1,083  $1,378 $ 834 § 1,083
100- 399 26,234 1, 569 2,334 - 3,146 1,569 6, 359 1, 255 1,862 787 1,529
400- 999 86, 287 195 6, 302 -13, 853 273 14, 849 -422 5, 006 -2,588 2,912
1,000 or nore 354, 540 -205 34,398 -63, 299 907 103,339  -18,626 6, 810 -8, 836 26, 025
Al Operators 128, 857 626 11, 861 -22,095 943 34, 056 -4,536 4,074 -2,803 8, 336
KLAVATH COUNTY

Under 100 $ 6,834 $ 108 $§ 208 $§ -796 $ 234 $ 419 s 108 $ 298 $ -4 S 81
100- 399 24, 469 508 739 -1, 485 522 966 508 739 86 355
400- 999 87, 606 157 746 -4, 402 154 1,389 157 746 - 884 -344
1,000 or nore 168, 275 1, 042 4,023 -12,501 2,613 4,133 1,042 4,023 -1,598 -191
Al Operators 28, 803 308 615 -1,798 386 859 308 615 -114 739




Tabl e 3-27 Effect of Changes in Public Forage
on Livestock Sales and Personal |ncone
(Thousands of 1978 dollars)

Personal | ncone 4
1/ 3/ O her
Alternative Action Li vestock Sales Li vestock Industry Local Industries
and Area Affected Initial Long Term Initial Long Term Initial Long Term
Proposed Acti on:
Lake County 2/ 71.6 1480.9 19.3 400. 2 7.4 152.3
Kl anat h County 41.1 80.9 6.6 13.0 7.8 15. 3
EIS Area 112.7 1561. 8 25.9 413.2 15.2 167.6
Alternative 2:
Lake County 2/ -3183.6 3183. 6 -860. 3 -860. 3 -322.5 -322.5
Klanath County -34.8 -34.8 -5. 6 -5. 6 -6.6 -6.6
EIS Area -3218.4 3218. 4 -865.9 -865.9 -329.1 -329.1
Alternative 3:
Lake County 2/ 111.8 4225.9 30.2 1142.0 11.5 434. 7
Kl amat h County 49. 3 115. 6 7.9 18.6 9.3 21.8
EIls Area 161. 1 4341.5 38.1 1160. 6 20. 8 456.5
Alternative 4:
Lake County 2/ -584. 3 491.5 -157.9 132.8 -60.1 50. 6
Kl anmath County 49. 3 82.0 7.9 13.2 9.3 15.5
ElS Area -535.0 573.5 -150.0 146.0 -50. 8 66. 1
Alternative 5:
Lake County 2/ -352.6 1047.0 -95.3 282.9 -36.3 107.7
Kl amat h County -14.7 18.7 -2.4 3.0 -2.8 3.5
EIS Area -367.3 1065. 7 -97.7 285.9 -39.1 104. 2

1/ Alternative 1 is onitted because it represents no change fromthe
existing situation discussed in Chapter 2.

2/ Includes grazing use in Harney County.

3/ Derived from linear program analysis. See Appendix O.

4/ Calcul ated as amount of income generated in local private industry per
dollar of livestock sales, frominterindustry nodels for Lake and
Kl amat h Counties (Appendix N).
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Changes in local enploynent resulting from changes in public forage use would
be as foll ows:

Nurber  of
Wr ker s
Proposed Acti on:
Initial |nplenmentation + 6
Long Term + 95
Alternative 2 - Elimnate Livestock
Initial |nplenmentation -199
Long Term -199
Alternative 3 - Optimze Livestock
Initial |nplenmentation + 9
Long Term +267
Alternative 4 = OQptinmize Horses
Initial Inplementation - 34
Long Term + 34
Alternative 5 - Optimze Wldlife
Initial |nplenentation - 22
Long Term + 66

G her Effects

Tabl e 3-28 shows the inpacts of construction activity resulting fromthe
alternative actions. These inpacts woul d occur over a several year period
assunmed to be 10 years.

The inpacts of changes in recreational activity are shown in Table 3-29.
These inpacts are calculated as the difference between the amount of incone
expected in 1990 under each alternative and the anmount which woul d have
occurred in the absence of any change in BLM nanagenent. Changes in
empl oyment related to these income changes are considered mnor.
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Table 3-28 Inpact of Construction on Personal

I ncome and Enpl oynent
(Thousands of 1978 dollars)

Construction Per sonal Enpl oynment 3/
Alternative Action 1/ Value 2/ Income 3/ (work-years)
Proposed Action $10, 099 $11, 049 677
Al't. 3-Optimize Livestock 31, 866 34, 864 2,136
Al't. 4-Optimize Horses 8,115 8,879 544
Alt. 5-Optimize O her 11, 467 12, 545 768

1/ Alternatives 1 and 2 would not involve construction activity.

2/ Total estimated cost of all range inprovenents for each alternative.

3/ Estimated from inter-industry nodels (Appendix N). Represents total
amount generated over the whole construction period assumed to be 10 years

| ong.
Tabl e 3-29 Inmpacts of Changes in Recreational Activity
on Personal |ncome
(1990 conditions, thousands of 1978 dollars)
O her
Alternative Action Hunt i ng Fi shi ng Recreation Tot al
Proposed Action $+ 6.0 $+18.7 $-17.6 $+ 7.1
Alternative 1 - No Action T T T o
Alternative 2 - Elimnate
Li vest ock + 6.0 +24.4 +17.7 +48. 1
Alternative 3 - Optinm ze
Li vest ock -13.8 0.0 -53.1 -67.0
Alternative 4 - Optinize
Hor ses
3.0 +18.7 -17.6 + 4.1
Alternative 5 - Optinize
O her 8.4 +21.6 -17.6 +12.4
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Summary

One operator woul d experience forage |osses of nore than 10 percent of forage
requi renents under the proposed act ion, and a maximm of five operators woul d
| ose nore than 10 percent of their requirements under any alternative except
Alternative 2

In the long term increases in public forage use would be achi eved under the
proposed action and all alternatives except Alternatives 1 and 2.

Changes in local personal income and enployment attributable to the proposed
action and alternatives are shown in Tables 3-30 and 3-31.
Tabl e 3-30 Summary of Changes in Annual Local Personal |ncome

(Thousands of 1978 doll ars)

Alternative Action 1/ Grazing Recreation Construction 2/ Total

Proposed Act ion:

Initial Inplementation + 41 -- +1,105 +1,146

Long Term + 581 + 7.1 T + 588
Alt. 2 Elinmnate Livestock

Initial Inplenent at ion -1,195 - -~ -1,195

Long Term -1, 195 +48.1 -= -1, 147
Alt. 3 Optinize Livestock

Initial Inplenent at ion + 59 - +3,486 +3,545

Long Term +1,617 -67.0 T +1,550
Alt. 4 Optimze Horses

Initial Inplement at ion - 201 - + 888 + 687

Long Term + 212 + 4.1 T + 216
Alt. 5 Optimize Widlife

Initial Inplementation - 137 - +1,255 +1,118

Long Term + 390 +12.4 o + 402

1/ No changes for Alternative 1.
2/ Construction incone is treated as if it was evenly spread over the first
| o-year period.
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Table 3-31 Summary of Changes in Local Enployment

Alternative Action 1/ Grazing Recreation Construction 2/ Total.

Proposed Action:

Initial |nplenent ation + 6 _— + 68 + 74

Long Term + 95 + 2 -- + 97
Alt. 2 Elimnate Livestock

Initial | npl ement at ion -199 -- -- -199

Long Term -199 +9 -- -190
Alt. 3 Optinize Livestock

Initial |nplenentation + 9 T +214 +223

Long Term +267 -10 T +257
At . 4 Optimze Horses

Initial |nplenentat ion - 34 - - + 54 + 20

Long Term - 34 + 2 -- - 32

Alt . 5 Optinmze Widlife
Initial |nplenentation
Long Term

22 -- + 77 + 55
66 + 3 -- + 63

+

1/ No changes for Aternative 1.
2/ Construction enploynment is treated as if it were spread over the first
| o-year period.
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AD- VERSE | MPACTS WHI CH CANNOT BE AVO DED

This section presents an analysis of the unavoidable adverse inpacts which
woul d result fromthe proposed action. Proj ect design features discussed in
Chapter 1 constitute best managenment practices; therefore, no additional
mtigating neasures are proposed.

Range trend on 136,650 acres woul d decline. An additional 91 acres of
riparian vegetation would also deteriorate. Resi dual ground cover would
decrease on 133,402 acres. A short-term reduction of vegetative ground cover
woul d occur on 1,603 acres and a long-term loss of vegetative ground cover
woul d occur on 151 acres from construction of range inprovenents. Threatened
and endangered plants not identified in site-specific surveys could be
i npact ed.

The construction of range inprovenents would tenporarily expose 223,695.6
acres to erosion. Wnd erosion would occur on 5,760 acres of Sandy and Ashey
soils proposed for burning. Li vest ock concentration around the proposed
wat er devel opnents woul d expose 1,500 acres to erosion. The construction of
range inprovenents would result in a short-term increase in sedinment yield of
1.24 percent over the present situation.

Downward trend along 2 miles of stream would result in decreased fish
product i on. Downward trend on 12 riparian acres would result in decreased
ani mal diversity and nunbers. Forage conpetition between big gane and
livestock would occur on approxinmately 17,000 acres of crucial deer winter
range and 5,000 acres of crucial antelope range because of early turnout
dates (3/1 - 4/15). Veget ati on mani pul ati on on about 263,000 acres of
sagebrush woul d decrease associated small aninmal numbers and popul ations.

Slight decreases in sightseeing are expected due to increased visual
contrasts. In some specific localities, range inprovenents would result in
slight visitor use reduction. High quality activities inpacted include
hunting, fishing, hiking, horseback riding, historic and zoologic sight-
seeing. Adverse effects on total long-term area-wi de recreational use would
be nini mal .

Unidentified cultural sites would be susceptible to artifact breakage,
chipping, displacenment and contamination as a result of ground disturbance.
The integrity of known cultural sites would be degraded as their settings are
i npact ed.

Scenic quality and visual resources would be degraded due to the construction
of certain range inprovenents and vegetative manipulations in VRM Cass 11
and 111 foreground-mni ddl eground areas.

The construction of range inprovenents would tenporarily disturb wild horses.
Construction of 108 miles of fence may cause injuries to horses.

The initial vegetation allocation would result in a net loss of 7,162 AUMs.
One operator would have a loss in pernmtted use greater than 10 percent of
annual |ivestock forage needs.
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Initial project construction during the l[o-year inplenentation period woul d

consunme 1.13 trillion Btu' s of energy. Annual project maintenance woul d
consune 10.9 billion Btu's

RELATI ONSH P BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT- TERM USE OF THE ENVI RONMENT
AND MAI NTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG TERM PRODUCTI VI TY

This sect ion analyzes the trade-offs between short-term use and |ong-term
productivity for the proposed act ion. Initially, there would be a net
decrease of 7,162 AUMs in forage available for |ivestock use. This decrease
in use of the vegetation would, in the long term act to increase plant vigor

and percent conposition of key plant species. This would result in an
increase in residual ground cover, which would lead to a decrease in erosion
and sediment yield in streans. The increased residual cover would provide

i nproved habitat for wildlife and inprove range condition and productivity.
Forage available for livestock would be increased by 56,494 AUMs, increasing
the income to operators and the local econony by $588,000 annually.

The construct ion of range inprovements would increase erosion and sedinment
yield, contrast visually with |landscape elements and displace some aninals
over the short term As vegetation becane reestablished on disturbed areas,
erosion and sediment yield would decrease. About 150 acres would be lost to
vege t at ion product ion.

Construction of 147 reservoirs would reduce the anmount of water reaching
downstream users in the short and long term but not significantly.

| RREVERS | BLE AND | RRETRI EVABLE COMM TMENTS OF RESOURCES

This section identifies the extent to which the proposed action would
irreversibly linit the potent ial uses of the land and resources

The 151 acres which would be occupied by the range inprovements would |ose
their capacity to produce vegetation for the life of the inprovenent, which
would be an irretrievable commtnent of the vegetation resource. Disturbance
of the soil surface during the construction of range inprovenents would cause
an irretrievable loss of soil resulting in a 1.24 percent increase in
sedinment yield in streans.

Proposed |ivestock grazing and range devel oprments could disturb certain
cultural resources. Once disturbed, the functional and norphol ogical data
avail able from these archeologic and historic sites could be biased
Scientific value of these sites would dimnish. The resulting data gap for
the area’s history would be an irretrievable conm tment

Energy would be irretrievably comitted to install, operate and naintain
range inprovenent s . The initial investnment of 1.13 trillion Btu's for
i mprovement construction during the inplenentation period and the annual
investment of 10.9 billion Btu's for project maintenance represent an
irretrievable reduction of supplies of petroleumderived energy.
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LI ST OF AGENCI ES, ORGANI ZATI ONS AND PERSONS TO WHOM

COPI ES OF THE STATEMENT ARE SENT

Comments on the DEIS will be requested from the follow ng agencies and

interest groups:

Federal Agencies

Advi sory Council on Historic
Preservation
Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Soi| Conservation Service
Department of Defense
U S Arnmy Corps of Engineers
Department of Energy
Regi on X
Department of the Interior
Fish and Wldlife Service
CGeol ogi cal  Survey
Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service
Bureau of M nes
Water and Power Resources Service
Environnental Protection Agency

State and Local Governnent

Har ney County Pl anni ng Conmi ssion

Klamath County Pl anning Conmi ssion

Lake County Pl anning Conmi ssion

| DA- ORE Regi onal Pl anning and
Devel opnent Associ ation

Kl anmat h- Lake County Pl anning and
Coordi nating Counci l

Oregon State C earinghouse

Oregon State Historic Preservation
O ficer

I nterest G ouns

Al Gazing Pernmittees in
t he Lakeview EIS Area
Anerican Fisheries Society
Anerican Horse Protection
Associ ation
Desert Trails Association
Nat ural Resources Defense Council
National WIldlife Federation
Oregon Cattlemen's Association
Oregon Environmental Counci l
Oregon High Desert Study G oup
Oregon Natural Heritage Program
Oregon Student Public Interest
Research G oup
Oregon  Sheepgrowers
Public Lands Council
Sagecounty Alliance for a Good
Envi ronnent ( SACGE)
Sierra Cub
Society for Range Management
Managenent
Southern Oregon Resource Alliance
(SGRA)
The W/ derness Society
Wl dlife Managenent Institute
Wldlife Society, Oegon Chapter



Copies of this draft environmental inpact statement will be available for
public inspection at the following BLM offices:

Washington Office of Public Affairs Lakeview District Ofice

18th and C Streets 1000 Ninth St. S
Washi ngton, DC 20240 P.O Box 151
Phone (202) 343-5717 Lakevi ew, Oregon 97630

Phone (503) 947-2177

Oregon State Public Affairs Ofice
729 N.E. Oregon Street

P.O Box 2965

Portland, Oregon 97208

Phone (503) 231-6277

Reading copies will be placed in the following libraries: Oegon Institute
of Technology, Klamath Falls; Portland State University, Portland; Oregon
State University, Corvallis; University of Oregon, Eugene; Central Oregon
Communi ty College, Bend; and the Harney, Kl amath and Lake County Libraries.

Public hearings will be held in Lakeview, Oegon, on the adequacy,

conpl eteness, and accuracy of this environmental inpact statenent. The
hearings will not address the advantages or disadvantages of the proposed
action, but opinions are and will be solicited on the quality of the

anal ysi s.

Details of the hearing will be published in the Federal Register and |ocal
news sources.



While individuals have primary responsibility for preparing sections of an EIS,
interdisciplinary team effort.
Specialists at the District,
review the analysis and supply information.
revision by other BLM specialists and by managenent during the internal

aration.

Name

Primary Responsibility

I'n addit ion,

LI ST OF PREPARERS

the document is an

internal review of the docunent occurs throughout prep-

State Office and Washington Office levels of the Bureau both

Contributions by individual preparersmaybe subject to

Di sci pline

review process.

Rel ated Prof essi onal
Experi ence

Li sa Bl ackburn

John T. Booth

Gerry Fullerton

W ! liamGilmore

L.D. Hamilton

Jeanne Johnson

Ri chard Nawa

Joseph V. H Ross

Ron Smith

Cimte, Soils, Water
Resources, and WId Horses

Soci oecononmi c*

Team Leader

Veget ati on

Techni cal Coordinator/Editor

Editorial Assistant

Wlidlife

Recreation, Cultural

Resources, W  derness,

Ecol ogically Significant Areas,
Visual Resources and Energy

Team Manager

Range Management/
Soi | Science

Econoni cs

Range Conservation

Range Management

CGeogr aphy

Adnministrative Secretary

Zoology

Recreation

Forest Managenent

1 year, (Range Conservationist) USFS
1-1/2 years (Soil Scientist) BLM,
Burns, Oreg.
3 years (Environnmental Protection
Specialist) BLM Portland, Oreg.

23 years (Econonist)
2-1/2 years (Regional Econonist) BLM
7-1/2 years (Regional Economist) Corps
of Engineers
2-1/2 years (Economist) Federal
Reserve Bank of San Francisco
6-1/2 years (Economic Analyst) Wash.
Dept. of commerce
3 years (Tax Analyst) Wash. Tax
Conmmi ssi on
4 years (Research Assistant)
19 years, BLM (Range Conservationist,
Natural Resource Specialist,
Environmental Specialist)

4 years, BLM (Range Conservationist)

10 years, (Qutdoor Recreation Planner,

Environmental Protection
Speci al i st)

4 years, BLM (Secretary, Editorial
Assi stant)

6 years (Wldlife Biologist)
2 years RLM Elko, Nev.
2 years BLM Portland, Oreg.
2 years Cooperative Wldlife Research
Lab., Southern Illinois Univ.

6 years (Forestry Technician, Biological
Information Specialist, Qutdoor
Recreation Planner)

23 years BLM (Forester, Qutdoor Recreation
Pl anner, Supervisory Environnental
Protection Specialist)
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Appendi x A
Lakeview Public Scoping Meeting

A public meeting was held in Lakeview on Septenber 3, 1980, for scoping the
Lakeview Grazing Managenent Environnental Inpact Statement (EIS). Comments
received at that neeting established a rather solid consensus that the EIS
shoul d address an alternative that called for a higher level of grazing than
the proposed act ion. That alternative, to be called Optimize Livestock
G azing, would differ fromthe proposed grazing managenment programin the
followi ng ways:

- Protecting riparian areas on live streams only to the extent needed to
nmeet Federal and State water quality standards and maintain existing
quality where streans are above standards.

- Managi ng the Paisley and Beatys Butte w ld horse herds for maintenance
of a herd size of 30 aninals each.

- Developing all practical and economically feasible range inprovenents
for the benefit of wildlife and |ivestock.

There was no consistent support at the Lakeview neeting for discussion of any
alternative involving a lower |evel of grazing than that in the D strict
Manager’ s proposal . The specific coments received, however, suggested a
lower level alternative that differed from the proposed action in the
followi ng ways:

- Limting utilization of key species to 40 percent on sites with a soil
surface factor of 41 or nmore; and to 50 percent utilization on sites
with a soil surface factor of |ess than 41.

- Managi ng the Paisley and Beatys Butte wild horse herds for naintenance
of a herd size of only 30 aninals each.

A number of suggestions for other alternatives were nade by one or anot her
work group at the Lakeview neeti ng. The rel evance of each is discussed
bel ow.

- Optinmize vegetation, water and soil. This would basically be the same
as the optimze wildlife and nonconsunptive uses alternative.

- Inplenent the stewardship program at an accel erated pace. Opport un-
ities to inplenent the stewardship program already exist in both the
proposed action and the Optimize Livestock Grazing alternative. The
level of the stewardship program however, is a matter of Bureau range
management policy, which is not appropriate for discussion in a
geographically specific ElS.
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- Exclude ganme fromlivestock ranges. This alternative is not appropri-
ate, as the State nmnages gane.

- No reduction in grazing allocations until inplementation and conpletion
of managenent and treatnent. The short-terminpacts of this option
woul d be the sanme as those of the nmandatory No Action alternative. The
| ong-term inpacts would be the same as those of the proposed action.
The inpacts of such an alternative will therefore be analyzed inthe
EIS and it would be a selectable option if consistent with |aw and
Bureau policy at the tine of the decision.

- Enphasis on bl ocking | and ownershi p. The District’s proposed manage-
ment framework plan places considerable enphasis on such bl ocking.
Varying degrees of enphasis on blocking in the plan would not elininate
the need to manage the lands until an appropriate exchange program
which will take some tinme, can be conpl et ed. Thus, a different
emphasis on bl ocking ownership would not significantly nodify the
proposed action that will be discussed in the EIS. That is, it would
not define a different grazing nanagement program

- Dispose of Federal land to private ownership as contenplated before
passage of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act. This proposal,
which would require a major change in the law, is beyond the scope of a
geographically specific EIS on grazing managenent.

In discussion at the public neeting, it was pointed out that the |aw requires
the EIS to address a range of alternatives, and that the range shoul d extend
on both sides of the proposed level of livestock grazing. Alternatives were
di scussed which would identify a lower |evel of livestock grazing by
optim zing other values, such as wild horses, wldlife and nonconsunpt ive
uses. There was little support at the neeting, however, for analysis of any
such alternative.

One letter received in response to the scoping not ice suggested consideration
of a specific opt ion -- al0 percent across-the-board cut in Iivestock
grazing. This was considered, but BLMfelt it is nore appropriate to relate
alternatives to resource managenent objectives than to base them on arbitrary
changes in levels of grazing use.

Separate comrent from a menber of the Oregon Environmental Council favored
analyzing an alternative to optimze wild horses and another alternative to
optimze wildlife and nonconsunptive uses. It suggested that the latter
contain the following elements, different fromthe proposed action:

1. Excluding livestock from all identified riparian areas, except at water
gaps.

2. Excluding livestock from 26,000 acres of bighorn sheep seasonal and
mgratory ranges, and 19,500 acres of crucial deer w nter range.



3. Limting utilization of key species to 40 percent on sites with a soil
surface factor of 41 or nore; and to 50 percent utilization on sites
with a soil surface factor of 40 or |ess.

4. Managing the Paisley and Beatys Butte wild horse herds for maintenance
of a herd size of 30 aninals each.

5. Protecting wet neadows.
6. Limting size of seedings.

7. Using only burning as the nethod to renpve existing vegetation before
seedi ng.

The first six of these are considered to be practical elements of such an
alternative. The sixth, however, cannot be given precise definition that
woul d display a difference fromthe proposed action, as the proposed action
already calls for seedings to be linmted in size and design to neet
obj ectives for the mmnagenent of other resources including wildlife. The
seventh, “burn only”, cannot adequately be quantified for inpact analysis,
because only site specific planning will show which of the areas proposed for
vegetative manipulation can feasibly be burned. However , the alternative can
be defined as vegetation renoval by burning on all sites which will carry a
fire except on erodible soils.

Alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS were discussed at the Septenber 16
neeting of the District’s Miltiple Use Advisory Council, The counci |
reconmended that, in addition to the mandatory No Act ion and No G azing
alternatives and the higher level of grazing alternative defined at the
public neeting, the EI'S should analyze the following tw alternatives.

- An alternative that would optimze wldlife and nonconsuptive uses.

- An alternative that would optimize wild horse nunbers on existing herd
units. It would differ fromthe proposed action by renoving |ivestock
fromthe Paisley and Beatys Butte wild horse herd nmanagenent areas to
al l ow maxi mum wi | d horse nunbers (600 in Paisley, 1,500 in Beatys
Butte) consistent with maintenance of wildlife and other anmenity val ues
as defined in the proposed action.

Based on this advice, the EIS will analyze the followi ng alternatives:

- Proposed Act ion

- No Action

- No Grazing



- Optimze Livestock Grazing (as defined on Page A-1)

- Optimze WId Horses

- Optimze WIldlife and Nonconsunptive Uses (essentially in the first
four elements on the previous page, the fifth and sixth el ements being
included by inplicit definition of details of the alternative). The
seventh el ement woul d be vegetation renoval by burning on all sites
which will carry a fire except on erodible soils.



Appendi x B
Al l ot ment-Specific Tables

B-1 Proposed Managenent, Period of Use and Initial Vegetation
Al |l ocation

B-2 Existing and Proposed G azing Systens
B-3 Proposed Action Range |nprovenents
B-4 Anticipated Long-Term Vegetation Allocation by Aternative

B-5 Additional Range |nprovenents for Alternative 3 above the Proposed
Action



1-4

Table B-1 Proposed Management, Period of Use and Initial Vegetation Allocation

Present Proposed Initial Allocation 1979 Proposed
Public Other Existing Proposed Forage wild Noncon—  Live- Active Livestock
Allotment Number Lands Lands Period Period Production Wildlife Horses sumptive stock Preference Adjustment
and Name (acres) (acres) _of Use 1/ of Use 1/ (AUMs ) (AUMs)  (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs) (AUMs ) (AUMs )
100 PETER CREEK 13,800 640  04/15-11/15 04/15-11/15 1,017 30 0 0 987 987 0
101 EAST GREEN MOUNTAIN 17,241 1,440  04/21-10/31 04/21-10/31 1,295 315 0 0 980 980 0
102 CRACK IN THE GROUND 15,419 400 05/01-09/15 05/01-09/15 441 143 0 0 298 298 0
103 VIEWPOINT 524,180 54,640 03/01-10/31 03/01-10/31 30,323 529 408 217 29,169 32,657 -3,488
104 BOTTOMLESS LAKE 565 0 06/01-09/30 06/01-09/30 51 0 0 1 50 0 50
200 BLUE CREEK 600 0 05/15-11/30 05/15-11/30 181 50 0 0 131 0 131
201 VINYARD INDIV 8,600 160  04/07-09/15 04/07-09/15 650 112 0 28 510 510 0
202 HICKEY INDIV 10,906 90  04/15-09/15 04/15-09/15 687 102 0 66 519 519 0
203 O'KEEFFE 565 0 48 2 0 0 46 48 -2
204 CRUMP INDIV 2,930 395 04/15-06/15 04/15-06/15 142 50 0 0 92 92 0
205 GREASER DRIFT 9,210 0 09/01-11/15 09/01-11/15 306 100 0 4] 206 256 -50
206 LANE PLAN II 9,910 3,330 04/07-07/15 04/15-07/15 596 146 0 0 450 408 42
207 LANE PLAN I 24,725 1,370 04/07-09/15 04/07-09/15 2,240 200 0 98 1,942 1,942 0
208 SAGEHEN 3,820 2,050 06/15-10/07 07/07-10/15 326 60 0 0 266 266 0
209 SCHADLER 790 0 77 20 0 0 57 57 0
210 GRIENER INDIV 2,990 680  04/07-08/15 04/07-08/15 121 30 0 0 91 91 0
211 ROUND MOUNTAIN 16,330 1,640 04/07-06/30 04/07-06/30 1,407 183 0 122 1,102 1,102 0
212 RAHILLY-GRAVELLY 33,285 2,031 03/15-09/15 03/15-09/15 1,995 111 0 103 1,781 1,781 0
213 BURRO SPRING 7,500 0 12/01-03/15 12/01-03/15 360 60 0 21 279 0 279
215 HILL CAMP 30,790 2,710 04/01-10/15 04/01-10/15 4,182 300 0 0 3,882 3,932 ~50
216 O'KEEFFE INDIV 50,330 3,010 03/15-09/15 03/15-09/15 5,058 266 0 0 4,792 4,808 -16
217 CcOX INDIV 4,670 60  04/15-04/14 04/15-04/14 444 70 0 74 300 217 83
218 SANDY SEEDING 4,850 0 03/21-04/30 03/21-04/30 430 30 0 45 355 0 355
219 CAHILL 470 0 300 20 0 0 280 280 0
222 FISHER LAKE 4,230 656 11/15-03/15 11/15-03/15 644 50 0 65 529 429 100
223 HICKEY 412 0 125 61 0 0 64 64 0
400 PAISLEY COMMON 551,620 13,004 03/01-02/28 03/15-01/31 16,861 251 612 0 15,998 19,119 -3,121
401 FENCED FED. LAND 160 520 03/01-04/30 03/01-04/30 16 0 0 0 16 16 0
403 PINE CREEK 400 1,160 04/15-06/15 04/15-06/15 20 2 0 0 18 18 0
404 WILLOW CREEK 3,123 4,220 04/15-06/15 04/15-06/15 66 2 0 0 64 63
405 EAST CLOVER FLAT 8,682 5,246 04/15-06/15 04/15-06/15 290 8 0 0 282 526 =244
406 WEST CLOVER FLAT 748 2,776  05/01-05/31 05/01-05/31 17 2 0 0 15 15 0
407 CLOVER FLAT 2,521 4,851  04/15-05/21 04/15-05/21 220 20 0 0 200 90 110
408 SCHOOL HOUSE 55 1,980 05/01-05/31 05/01-05/31 2 0 0 0 2 2 0
409 TUCKER HILL 3,534 323 04/15-05/15 04/15-05/15 136 0 0 0 136 46 90
410 TIM LONG CREEK 285 1,155 04/15-05/15 04/15-05/15 13 0 0 0 13 13 0
411 JONES CANYON 636 0 05/01-05/31 05/01-05/31 13 0 0 0 13 113 -100
412 FIR TIMBER BUTTE 1,773 3,045 05/01-06/15 05/01-06/15 143 14 0 0 129 132 -3
413 MILL CREEK 1,689 127 05/01-05/31 05/01-06/15 78 8 0 0 70 67
415 BRIGGS GARDEN 785 899  05/01-05/31 05/01-05/31 49 7 0 0 42 42 0
416 WHITE ROCK 565 438 05/01-06/30 05/01-06/30 11 1 o] 0 10 10 0
417 C & J USE AREA 849 1,135 04/15-06/15 04/15-12/31 9 0 0 0 9 5
501 FLYNN 2,780 0 175 55 0 0 120 120 0
502 FITZGERALD 5,150 0 406 60 0 0 346 346 0
503 TAYLOR 3,110 0 307 60 0 0 247 295 -48
504 KIELY 390 23 0 0 0 23 23 0
505 LYNCH 180 0 20 0 0 0 20 20 0
506 MCKEE 100 0 10 0 0 0 10 10 0




Table B-1 Proposed Management, Period of Use and Initial Vegetation Allocation (Cont.)

Allotment Number
and Name

507
508
509
510
511
512
514
515
516
517
518
519
520
521
522
523
524
600
700
701
702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714
715
716
800
801
804
806
807
808
809
810
811
812
813
814
815

LAIRD

ROCK CREEK RANCH
COX BUTTE

ORIJANA RIM
NORTHEAST WARNER
NORTH BLUEJOINT
CORN LAKE

JUNIPER MOUNTAIN
RABBIT BASIN
COYOTE-COLVIN
CLOVER CREEK

FISH CREEK
LYNCH-FLYNN
PRIDAY RESERVOIR
ABERT SEEDING
WARNER LAKES

LANE INDIV

BEATYS BUTTE
SILVER CR-BRIDGE CR
UPPER BRIDGE CR
BUCK CR-BRIDGE CR
BEAR CREEK

WARD LAKE

OATMAN FLAT

RYE RANCH

TUFF BUTTE

ARROW GAP

DEAD INDIAN-DUNCAN
MURDOCK

SOUTH HAYES BUTTE
BRIDGE WELL
SILVER CREEK
TABLE ROCK
CONNELLY HILLS
SILVER LAKE LAKEBED
ADAMS

HAUGHT

BAR CL

TWO MILE

BARNWELL

LEE

BROWN

BRENDA

CHEYNE
STUKEL~COFFIN
PLUM HILLS
CUNNINGHAM
STUKEL-DEHLINGER C.

Present Proposed Initial Allocation 1979 Proposed

Public Other Existing Proposed Forage wWild Noncon- Live- Active Livestock
Lands Lands Period Period Production Wildlife Horses sumptive stock Preference Adjustment

(acres) (acres) of Use 1/ of Use 1/ (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)
2,030 400 - 214 50 0 0 164 164 0
280 0 9 0 0 0 9 9 0
38,340 1,920 03/15-10/20 03/15-10/20 1,259 63 0 0 1,196 1,196 0
57,280 3,520 04/01-11/01 04/01-10/31 1,565 100 0 42 1,423 1,423 0
138,320 8,580 03/01-08/15 02/01-09/30 5,968 12 0 0 5,956 5,956 0
22,440 3,640 05/01-07/31 10/01-12/31 740 100 0 351 289 289 0
78,410 3,960 03/21-09/10 03/21-09/30 2,763 40 0 60 2,663 2,663 0
91,720 760  04/01-09/29 04/01-09/29 4,006 116 0 269 3,621 3,621 0
60,540 940 02/01-03/26 12/01-06/15 810 26 0 214 570 570 0
127,596 17,002 03/16-11/15 12/01-10/31 5,127 87 0 0 5,040 5,209 -169
10,050 1,834 06/01-11/01 06/01-11/01 443 8 0 0 435 435 0
14,805 11,926 04/16-10/31 05/01-10/31 667 44 0 0 623 498 125
17,320 4,540 04/19-08/09 05/01~07/15 964 55 0 0 909 867 42
780 720 04/01-08/01 08/01-09/30 204 139 0 0 65 30 35
9,200 320 03/16-06/20 03/16-06/20 2,561 60 0 0 2,501 2,501 0
39,268 6,090 04/01-10/15 04/16-10/15 2,021 50 0 315 1,656 1,489 167
2,700 0 115 50 0 0 65 65 0
506,985 46,455 04/01-11/30 04/01-12/15 28,965 444 2,400 0 26,121 27,892 -1,771
6,645 265 04/21-01/15 04/21-06/21 331 69 o 0 262 262 0
1,460 3,270 04/01-10/09 03/01-10/07 137 29 0 0 108 108 0
6,280 375 05/01-09/30 05/01-09/30 — 463 142 0 12 309 309 0
1,155 990  04/28-06/28 04/28~06/28 143 36 0 0 107 107 0
12,424 1,819 04/28-06/27 04/28-06/27 837 187 0 0 650 650 0
21,983 4,275 03/01-06/30 03/01-06/30 1,739 463 0 0 1,276 1,332 ~-56
4,240 0 05/19-10/31 05/21-10/31 669 130 0 0 539 539 0
9,330 2,310 05/01-06/30 05/01-12/15 876 340 0 0 536 376 160
2,720 160  04/15-06/15 04/15-06/15 135 0 0 0 135 135 0
18,790 2,420 04/01-09/30 04/01-09/30 1,233 647 0 0 586 586

4,468 1,668 05/01-06/30 05/01-06/30 617 72 0 0 545 705 -160
1,170 0 05/01-05/31 05/01-06/15 88 16 0 0 72 72 0
1,400 1,050 04/15-05/15 04/15-05/15 149 99 0 0 50 50 0
2,785 640 04/15-05/31 04/15-05/31 262 62 0 0 200 200 0
4,100 120 173 173 0 0 0 250 -250
6,520 1,800 03/01-05/15 03/01-05/15 1,101 295 0 0 806 750 56
640 0 11/01-12/31 11/01-12/31 250 0 0 0 250 0 250

40 0 05/15-10/31 05/15-10/31 6 0 0 0 6 6 0

400 05/01-07/31 05/01-07/31 31 4 0 0 27 27 0
480 0 05/01-10/31 05/01-10/31 48 6 0 0 42 42 0

817 0 05/01-09/30 05/01-09/30 92 12 0 0 80 80

1,708 o] 04/15-06/30 04/15-06/30 115 15 0 0 100 100 0
40 0 06/01-08/15 06/01-08/15 11 1 0 0 10 10 0

80 0 06/01-08/30 06/01-08/31 34 4 0 0 30 30 0
1,300 0 05/16-06/30 05/16-06/30 142 18 0 0 124 124 0
840 0 05/01-06/15 05/01-06/15 55 4 0 0 51 51 0

760 0 05/15~06/30 05/15-06/30 62 7 0 0 55 55 0

160 0 04/16-06/30 04/16-06/30 23 3 0 0 20 20 0

840 0 04/26-07/15 04/26-07/15 124 16 0 0 108 108 0
1,680 0 04/16-09/15 04/16~09/15 269 29 0 0 240 240 0
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Table B-1 Proposed Management, Period of Use and Initial Vegetation Allocation (Cont.)

Present Proposed Initial Allocation 1979 Proposed
Public Other Existing Proposed Forage Wild Noncon—  Live- Active Livestock
Allotment Number Lands Lands Period Period Production Wildlife Horses sumptive stock Preference Adjustment
and Name (acres) (acres) of Use 1/ of Use 1/ (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs ) (AUMs )

816 STUKEL-DEHLINGER H. 440 0 05/10-08/10 05/10-08/10 34 4 0 0 30 30 0
817 DREW 1,080 0 06/01-10/15 06/01-10/15 124 16 0 0 108 108 0
818 BRYANT-DUNCAN 200 0 05/01-05/31 05/01-05/31 17 2 0 0 15 5] 0
819 DUPONT 79 0  04/15-06/01 04/15-06/01 8 1 0 0 7 7 0
820 FLESHER 160 0 05/01-07/31 05/01-07/31 18 2 0 0 16 16 0
821 NORTH HORSEFLY 988 0 05/01-06/15 05/01-06/15 95 27 0 0 68 68 0
822 STUKEL-O'NEILL 3,122 0 04/16-09/30 04/16-09/30 234 25 0 0 209 209 0
823 NO. HORSEFLY 920 0 06/16-08/01 06/16-08/01 83 23 0 0 60 60 0
825 NAYLOX 760 0 06/01-09/30 06/01-09/30 88 12 0 0 76 76 0
826 HASKINS 560 0 04/16-05/15 04/16-05/15 86 6 0 0 80 80 0
827 STUKEL-HIGH 349 0 04/16-09/30 04/16-09/30 28 3 0 0 25 25 0
828 STUKEL-HILL 960 0 04/16-07/15 04/16-07/15 67 7 0 0 60 60 0
829 HORTON 760 0 04/15-06/30 04/15-06/30 30 4 0 0 26 26 0
830 HUNGRY HOLLOW 280 0 06/01-08/31 06/01-08/31 43 3 0 ] 40 40 0
831 WARLOW 460 0 05/01-09/30 05/01-09/30 57 7 0 0 50 50 0
832 JESPERSON 1,578 0 05/01-07/01 05/01-07/01 181 23 0 0 158 158 0
833 BRYANT-JOHNSON 40 0 06/01-09/30 05/01-09/30 7 1 0 0 6 6 ]
834 KELLISON 335 0 04/16-06/15 04/16-06/15 20 1 0 0 19 19 0
835 KETCHAM 320 0 05/01-07/31 05/01-07/31 23 3 0 0 20 20 0
836 HARPOLD CHAINING 900 0 04/10-05/15 04/21-05/31 110 14 0 0 96 96 0
837 BRYANT-HORTON 1,249 0 04/16-08/31 05/16-09/30 148 18 0 0 130 130 0
838 WINDY RIDGE 600 0 05/01-05/31 05/01-05/31 61 9 0 0 52 52 ]
839 BRYANT-LOVELESS 3,440 0 05/01-09/30 05/01-09/30 561 71 0 0 490 490 0
840 BRYANT-LYON 565 0 05/01-09/30 05/01-09/30 43 5 0 0 38 38 0
841 MARSHALL 348 0 04/16-05/30 04/16-05/30 16 2 0 0 14 14 0
842 MASTEN 485 0 05/01-06/30 05/01-06/30 43 3 0 0 40 40 0
845 KLMTH HILLS-O'CONNOR 500 0 04/01-05/31 04/01-05/31 58 3 0 0 55 55 0
846 OK 1,260 0 05/01-06/30 05/01-06/30 149 9 0 0 140 140 0
847 OWENS 1,921 0 05/01-12/31 05/01-12/31 151 43 0 0 108 108 4}
848 POPE 1,044 0 05/01-09/30 05/01-09/30 78 8 0 0 70 70 0
849 RAJNUS BROS. 480 0  04/15-08/31 04/15-08/31 36 4 0 0 32 32 0
851 HARPOLD RIDGE 1,083 0 04/10~-05/20 04/21-06/30 126 16 0 0 110 110 0
852 RODGERS 2,549 0 07/01-09/30 07/01-09/30 280 31 0 0 249 249 0
853 7¢C 688 0 05/01-06/30 05/01-06/30 145 41 0 0 104 104 0
855 BRYANT-SMITH 1,140 0 05/15-08/31 05/16-08/31 124 15 0 0 109 109 0
856 BRYANT-STASTNY 440 0 05/10-09/30 04/21-09/30 80 10 0 0 70 70 0
857 BRYANT-TAYLOR 760 0 04/15-09/30 04/21-09/30 48 6 0 0 42 42 0
858 VENABLE & BIAGGI 6,448 0 05/01-06/30 05/01-06/30 344 44 0 0 300 300 0
859 CUNARD 370 0 05/01-07/31 05/01-07/31 67 7 0 0 60 60 0
860 MCCARTIE 545 0 05/01-05/10 05/01-05/10 89 6 0 4} 83 83 0
861 WILLIAMS 2,520 0 05/01-09/30 05/01-09/30 129 9 0 0 120 120 0
862 KLAMATH FOREST EST. 2,520 0 06/01-06/15 06/01-06/15 91 6 0 0 85 85 0
863 WIRTH 1,360 0 05/01-10/31 05/01-10/31 131 18 0 0 113 113 0
864 RAJNUS & SON 1,440 0 05/01-06/30 05/01-06/30 126 16 0 0 110 110 0
876 BEAR VALLEY 4,800 4,729 07/01-09/30 07/16-10/15 593 118 0 0 475 475 0
877 BUMPHEADS 12,880 580 04/21-06/30 04/21-06/30 895 131 0 0 764 764 0
878 CAMPBELL 1,465 3,140 05/01-10/26 05/01-10/26 47 0 0 0 47 47 0
879 DEVAUL 240 320 05/01-08/31 05/01-08/31 14 2 0 0 12 12 0
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Table B-1 Proposed Management, Period of Use and Initial Vegetation Allocation (Cont.)

Present Proposed Initial Allocation 1979 Proposed
Public Other Existing Proposed Forage Wild Noncon- Live~- Active Livestock
Allotment Number Lands Lands Period Period Production Wildlife Horses sumptive stock Preference Adjustment

and Name (acres) (acres) of Use 1/ of Use 1/ (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs) (AUMs) (AlMs)
881 GOODLOW 285 640  05/01-08/31 05/01-08/31 33 1 0 0 32 32 0
882 HORSEFLY 26,356 4,729 04/21-10/15 04/21-10/15 3,004 546 0 0 2,458 2,458 0
883 HORTON 880 342  04/16-05/15 04/16-05/15 58 0 0 0 58 58 0
884 LANE 282 388 05/15-08/31 05/15-08/31 44 1 0 4] 43 43 0
885 DRY PRAIRIE 7,231 3,624  05/01-09/01 05/01-09/01 736 130 0 0 606 606 0
886 HORSE CAMP RIM 5,120 0 05/01-07/31 05/01-07/31 351 51 0 0 300 300 0
887 PITCHLOG 9,280 1,040  05/01-06/30 05/01-06/30 524 90 0 0 434 434 o
888 ROCK CREEK 2,750 1,200 05/01-05/31 05/01-05/31 262 46 0 0 216 216 0
889 TIMBER HILL 3,390 1,364  07/01-09/30 04/21-05/31 325 55 ] 0 270 270 0
890 WILLOW VALLEY 14,945 1,520 04/15-06/15 04/21-10/15 1,490 220 0 0 1,270 1,270 0
891 WILLOW VALLEY CHAIN. 3,909 497  04/21-05/15 04/21-05/31 170 65 0 0 105 105 0
892 WILLIAMS 1,790 0 05/01-05/20 05/01-05/20 75 0 0 0 75 75 0
893 FIELDS 180 0 04/21-05/20 04/21-05/20 7 1 0 0 6 6 0
895 HARPOLD CANYON 1,080 04/15-09/30 04/21-09/30 123 15 0 0 108 108 0
896 MCFALL 880 0 05/01-10/31 05/01-10/31 100 12 0 0 88 88 0
900 FREMONT 26,362 511  04/15-09/30 04/15-09/30 3,199 1,229 0 0 1,970 1,970 0
901 WASTINA 6,366 0 05/01-10/31 05/01-10/31 730 311 0 0 419 419 0
902 CINDER BUTTE 11,216 320 03/15-11/07 03/15-11/07 1,557 634 0 0 923 923 0
903 BEASLEY LAKE 2,640 534 10/15-12/15 298 66 0 0 232 232 0
904 HIGHWAY 3,675 989 02/01-10/31 02/01-10/31 335 91 0 0 244 244 0
905 HOMESTEAD 13,837 9,728 05/01-10/31 05/01-10/31 1,313 508 0 [ 805 805 0
906 NORTH WEBSTER 1,071 3,416 05/01-11/3F 05/01-11/15 163 51 0 0 112 112 0
907 DEVILS GARDEN 4,406 0 05/21-09/30 05/21-09/30 403 116 0 0 287 0 287
908 COUGAR MOUNTAIN 8,282 3,405 05/15-01/31 05/01-02/15 1,150 534 0 0 616 616 0
909 BUTTON SPRINGS 8,779 1,240 05/15-10/15 06/15-10/15 1,320 252 0 0 1,068 1,068 0
910 HOGBACK BUTTE 4,384 4,234 04/21-11/21 04/21-11/21 862 182 0 0 680 680 0
911 VALLEY 6,600 769  05/01-01/31 05/01-01/31 806 137 0 0 669 669 0
912 EAST HAYES BUTTE 320 710  05/01-10/31 05/01-10/31 17 1 0 0 16 16 0
913 INDIVIDUAL 240 0 10/15-01/15 10/15-01/15 24 0 0 0 24 12 12
914 WEST GREEN MOUNTAIN 21,656 4,406 05/01-11/31 05/01-11/31 1,424 191 o] 0 1,233 1,233 0
915 SQUAW BUTTE 8,230 460 05/01-08/31 05/01-08/31 1,535 535 0 0 1,000 1,000 0
916 WAHL 160 0 12/15-01/15 12/15-01/15 10 0 0 0 10 16 -6
1000 LITTLE JUNIPER SPR 116,836 780 04/01-10/15 04/01-11/15 | 8,856 480 0 2,958 5,418 5,418 0
1001 ALKALI WINTER 87,570 6,817 12/01-02/28 12/01-02/28 4,503 0 0 85 4,418 4,418 0
1002 BAR 75 RANCH 2,588 0 1,9 0 0 0 159 159 0
1300 BECRAFT 120 0 05/01-05/31 05/01-05/31 15 5 0 0 10 10 0
1301 CROOKED CREEK 240 0 05/01-06/30 05/01-06/30 15 5 0 0 10 10 0
1302 THOMAS CREEK 40 0 06/01-09/30 06/01-09/30 44 14 0 0 30 30 0
1303 O'KEEFFE 280 0 05/16-07/31 05/16-07/31 30 10 0 0 20 20 0
1305 SCHULTZ 200 0 05/16-09/15 05/16~09/15 43 14 0 0 29 29 0
1306 SIMMS 363 0 07/01-09/30 07/01-09/30 82 27 0 0 55 55 0
1307 VERNON 240 0 06/01-09/30 15 5 0 10 0 10 -10
1308 BARRY 120 0 05/01-05/31 05/01-05/31 4 0 0 0 4 4 0

UNALLOTTED 137,844
EIS TOTAL 3,342,026 291,072 183,187 15,319 3,420 5,156 159,292 166,454 -7,162

1/ No dates shown indicate Federal range fenced, non-use or elimination of grazing.
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Table B-2 Existing and Proposed Grazing Systems 1/

Spring Spri ng/ Sunmer Spring/ Fal | Def erred Rot ati on Deferred Rotation Rest Rotation Wnt er Excl usi on FRF 2/

Alot.

No Ext. _ Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext. Prop. EXxt . Prop. Exh . Prop. Ext . Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext. Prop.
100 0 0 13, 800 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13,800 0 0 0 0 0 0
101 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,060 1,060 16, 181 16, 181 0 0 0 0 0 0
102 0 0 0 8,815 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,419 6, 604 0 0 0 0 0 0
103 48,208 119,763 180, 859 0 0 0 15,966 22,682 120,939 0 0 90,019 151, 648 285, 156 0 0 0 6,560 0 0
104 0 0 565 565 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
200 0 0 0 0 600 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 600
201 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,490 3,370 0 0 0 0 3,721 3,721 0 0 1 121 1,388 1,388
202 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10, 906 10, 883 0 0 0 23 0 0
203 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 561 561
204 0 0 2,930 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,930 0 0 0 0 0 0
205 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,370 7,370 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,840 1,840 0 0
206 0 0 0 0 0 0 760 760 0 0 0 0 9,150 8, 880 0 0 0 270 0 0
207 1,238 1,238 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23, 465 23,395 0 0 22 92 0 0
208 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,819 3819 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
209 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 790 790
210 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,990 2,990 0 0 0 0 0 0
211 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,102 15,102 0 0 1,228 1,228 0 0
212 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33,262 33,182 0 0 23 103 0 0
213 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,499 7,499 1 1 0 0
215 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30,772 30,772 0 0 18 18 0 0
216 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,065 10, 065 0 0 0 0 39,935 39,775 0 0 330 490 0 0
217 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,335 3,335 0 0 1,335 1,335 0 0 0 0
218 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,850 4,850 0 0 0 0 0 0
219 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 470 470
222 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,230 4,230 0 0 0 0
223 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 412 412
400 6,989 11,316 76, 927 64, 382 0 0 0 0 0 67,812 0 59,749 282,078 228,076 157,665 100, 906 160 160 0 0
401 160 160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
403 0 0 400 400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
404 0 0 3,108 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,058 0 0 15 65 0 0
405 3,880 0 4,802 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8, 682 0 0 0 0 0 0
406 0 0 748 748 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
407 2,521 2,511 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0
408 0 0 55 55 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
409 3,534 3,534 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
410 285 285 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
411 0 0 636 636 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
412 0 0 1,773 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,773 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
413 0 0 1,689 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,689 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
415 0 0 785 785 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
416 0 0 565 565 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
417 0 0 849 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 849 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
501 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,780 2,780
502 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5150 5,150
503 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3110 3110
504 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 390 390
505 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 180 180
506 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 100
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Table B-2 Existing and Proposed Grazing Systems (Cont.)

Spring Spring/ Summer Spring/ Fal | Def erred Rot ati on Deferred Rotation Rest Rotation Wnter Excl usi on FRF 2/

Alot.

NO. EXl. . Prop. E x t . Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext . Prop. E x t . Pr op. Ext. . Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext. Prop.
507 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,030 2,030
508 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 280 280
509 0 0 38,340 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38, 340 0 0 0 0 0 0
510 0 0 57,280 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 57, 280 0 0 0 0 0 0
511 0 0 138, 319 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 125,903 0 12,416 1 1 0 0
512 0 0 22,440 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22,440 0 0 0 0
514 21,362 0 57,047 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 78,409 0 0 1 1 0 0
515 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 91, 627 91,627 0 0 93 93 0 0
516 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,181 60,540 49,359 0 0 0 0
517 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 127,132 113, 741 0 13,388 464 467 0 0
518 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10, 049 10, 049 0 0 1 1 0 0
519 0 0 14,675 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14, 665 0 0 130 140 0 0
520 0 0 17,313 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17,313 0 0 7 7 0 0
521 0 0 780 0 0 0 0 780 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
522 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,200 9,200 0 0 0 0 0 0
523 0 0 39, 268 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 39,268 0 0 0 0 0 0
524 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,700 2,700
600 0 0 493,438 0 0 8,750 13,495 16,250 0 0 0 0 0 481, 893 0 0 52 92 0 0
700 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6, 645 6, 645 0 0 0 0 0 0
701 0 0 0 0 1,460 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,440 0 0 0 20 0 0
702 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,490 5,080 3,760 0 0 0 30 0 0
703 0 0 1,155 1,155 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
704 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12,424 12,424 0 0 0 0 0 0
705 0 0 8,090 8,090 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13,893 13, 893 0 0 0 0 0 0
706 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,240 1,500 0 2,740 0 0 0 0 0 0
707 0 0 9, 330 0 0 0 0 790 0 0 0 0 0 8, 540 0 0 0 0 0 0
708 0 0 2,720 2,720 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
709 0 0 0 0 0 0 8520 5074 0 0 0 0 10, 270 13,716 0 0 0 0 0 0
710 0 0 4,468 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,468 0 0 0 0 0 0
711 0 0 1,170 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,170 0 0 0 0 0 0
712 1,400 1,400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
713 0 0 2,785 2,785 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
714 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,100 0 0
715 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,520 6,520 0 0 0 0 0 0
716 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 640 640 0 0 0 0
800 0 0 40 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
801 0 0 400 400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
804 0 0 480 480 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
806 0 0 817 817 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
807 0 0 1,708 1,708 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
808 0 0 40 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
809 0 0 80 80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
810 0 0 1,300 1,300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
811 0 0 840 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 840 0 0 0 0 0 0
812 0 0 760 760 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
813 0 0 160 160 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
814 0 0 840 840 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
815 0 0 1,680 1,680 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




Table B-2 Existing and Proposed Gazing Systens (Cont.)

Spring Spring/ Summer Spring/ Fall Def erred Rot ati on Deferred Rotation Rest Rotation Wnter Excl usi on FRF 2/
Alot.
HO.  x t . P r o PBp. . Pr op. Ext. Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext . Prop. Ext . P r o [xt.. Prop. Ext. Prop. Ext. Prop.
882 0 0 0 0 2211 2211 0 0 0 0 0 0 24,135 24,135 0 0 10 10 0 0
883 880 880 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
884 0 0 282 282 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
885 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,135 2,135 0 0 0 0 5,094 5,094 0 0 2 2 0 0
886 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,675 2,675 2,445 2,445 0 0 0 0 0 0
887 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,280 9,280 0 0 0 0 0 0
888 0 0 2,750 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,750 0 0 0 0 0 0
889 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,39 0 0 0 0 0 3,390 0 0 0 0 0 0
890 0 0 0 0 14,936 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14,936 0 0 9 9 0 0
891 3,909 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,909 0 0 0 0 0 0
892 1,790 1,790 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
893 180 180 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
895 0 0 1,080 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,080 0 0 0 0 0 0
896 0 0 880 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 880 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
900 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,940 1,940 24,422 24,422 0 0 0 0 0 0
901 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6, 366 6, 366 0 0 0 0 0 0
902 440 440 0 0 0 0 1,760 1,760 960 960 0 0 8, 056 8, 056 0 0 0 0 0 0
903 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,640 0 0 0 0
904 0 0 1, 645 1,645 2,030 2,030 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
905 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,052 0 0 0 0 0 0 13,837 0 0 0 0 0 0
& 906 0 0 1,071 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,071 0 0 0 0 0 0
| 907 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,406 4,406 0 0 0 0 0 0
908 0 0 3,945 0 0 0 0 477 0 0 0 0 0 3,945 4,177 3,700 160 160 0 0
909 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,779 8,779 0 0 0 0 0 0
910 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,304 4,384 0 0 0 0 0 0
911 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,953 1,953 4,647 4,647 0 0 0 0
912 0 0 320 320 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
913 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 240 240 0 0 0 0
914 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,788 11,788 0 0 3,508 3,508 6, 360 6, 360 0 0 0 0 0 0
915 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,230 8,230 0 0 0 0 0 0
916 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 160 160 0 0 0 0
1000 0 0 114,199 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,630 116, 829 0 0 7 7 0 0
1001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 87,410 87,410 160 160 0 0
1002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,58 2,588
1300 0 0 120 120 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1301 0 0 240 240 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1302 0 0 40 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1303 0 0 280 280 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1305 0 0 200 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1306 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 363 363 0 0 0 0 0 0
1307 0 0 240 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 240 0 0
1308 0 0 120 120 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tot al 99,864 144,602 1,373,752 136,650 21,237 12,991 96,956 89,669 121,899 72,234 17,958 169,205 1,067,212 2,208,471 328,543 311,010 4,746 16,602 22,929 23,529

1/ There are also 49,086 acres in 6 allotnents (Allotnent 103 - 6,560 acres; 400 - 27,801 acres; 702 - 1,200 acres; 714 - 4,100 acres; 903 - 2,640 acres; 905 - 6,785 acres) where no
livestock use has occurred for at least 5 years. Non-use is proposed for 19,219 acres in Allotnent 400.
2/ Federal Range Fenced.
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Table B-3 Proposed Action Range Improvements

Pipe- Seeding Brush Control Juniper

Allotment Number Fence Springs line Wells Guzzlers Reser- Water-— (acres) (acres) Control

and Name (miles) (miles) voirs holes Spray Burn Chain Spray Burn  Chain (acres)
100 PETER CREEK 12.0 0 0.0 1 ] 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
101 EAST GREEN MOUNTAIN 0.0 0 2.0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
102 CRACK IN THE GROUND 7.0 0 2.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
*103 VIEWPOINT 63.0 2 27.0 3 18 2 12 31,903 20,870 0 0 0 0 0
202 HICKEY INDIV 0.0 0 0.0 0 1 2 1 0 200 0 0 280 0 0
204 CRUMP INDIV 1.0 1 1.0 0 0 0 0 300 0 0 0 0 0 0
*205 GREASER DRIFT 3.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 800 0 0 0 480 0 0
*206 LANE PLAN II 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 1 1 0 200 0 0 280 0 0
207 LANE PLAN T 0.0 1 0.0 0 0 0 3 0 360 0 0 1,640 0 0
210 GRIENER INDIV 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 1 0 160 0 0 0 0 0 0
*211 ROUND MOUNTAIN 0.0 1 0.0 0 0 1 1 760 0 0 0 1,240 0 0
212 RAHILLY-GRAVELLY 0.0 0 0.0 0 1 1 0 1,600 1,440 0 280 1,080 0 ]
213 BURRO SPRING 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 520 0 0 480 0 0
215 HILL CAMP 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 1 1 800 0 0 0 1,280 0 0
*216 O'KEEFFE INDIV 0.0 0 2.0 0 0 1 1 0 640 0 0 3,120 0 0
218 SANDY SEEDING 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
222 FISHER LAKE 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0 0 0 360 0 0 0 0 0
*400 PAISLEY COMMON 85.3 0 23.5 5 28 4 34 27,795 14,014 0 0 0 0 0
404 WILLOW CREEK 2.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 0
405 EAST CLOVER FLAT 2.0 0 0.0 0 0 3 1 160 0 0 0 o] 0 0
407 CLOVER FLAT 0.0 0 0.0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
409 TUCKER HILL 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 0 0
412 FIR TIMBER BUTTE 0.0 0 0.0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
501 FLYNN 0.0 1 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
502 FITZGERALD 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 160 0 0 0 0 0
509 COX BUTTE 20.0 0 0.0 0 0 1 6 0 1,240 0 0 0 0 0
510 ORIJANA RIM 24.0 0 0.0 0 5 3 6 0 2,000 0 0 3,440 0 0
511 NORTHEAST WARNER 13.0 0 3.0 3 0 9 5 4,240 4,800 0 2,240 0 0 0
512 NORTH BLUEJOINT 3.8 0 0.0 0 0 0 3 0 1,280 0 0 0 0 0
514 CORN LAKE 13.0 0 0.0 0 0 7 5 1,760 680 1,240 4,800 0 0 0
515 JUNIPER MOUNTAIN 0.0 0 2.2 2 4 2 3 0 2,200 0 0 0 0 0
516 RABBIT BASIN 9.0 0 0.5 3 0 1 3 8,000 760 0 0 0 0 0
517 COYOTE-COLVIN 12.0 2 5.8 1 1 9 5 6,990 1,600 1,960 0 0 ] 0
518 CLOVER CREEK 0.0 1 0.0 0 0 0 2 0 520 0 0 0 0 0
519 FISH CREEK 11.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 1,120 0 0 0 ] 0
520 LYNCH-FLYNN 4.0 0 0.0 0 1 3 0 280 320 0 0 800 ] 0
523 WARNER LAKES 12.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 2,880 0 0 0 0 0 0
*600 BEATYS BUTTE 72.3 2 20.0 0 7 52 18 16,960 22,480 1,760 26,000 11,520 0 0
*700 SILVER CR-BRIDGE CR 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 645 0 0 0 0 0
*701 UPPER BRIDGE CR 2.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 282 0 0
*702 BUCK CR-BRIDGE CR 1.5 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 414 0 0 0 0 0
*704 WARD LAKE 1.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 1 0 340 450 0 0 0 0
*705 OATMAN FLAT 0.0 0 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 757 0 0 0 0 0
706 RYE RANCH 0.0 0 1.0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
707 TUFF BUTTE 5.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
708 ARROW GAP 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0
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Table B-3 Proposed Action Range Improvements (Cont.)

Pipe- Seeding
Allotment Number Fence Springs line Wells Guzzlers Reser- Water- (acres)
and Name (miles) (miles) voirs holes Spray  Burn

Brush Control

(acres)

Chain  Spray Burn

Chain

Juniper
Control
(acres)

709 DEAD INDIAN-DUNCAN
*710 MURDOCK
711 SOUTH HAYES BUTTE
713 SILVER CREEK
801 HAUGHT
806 TWO MILE
810 BRENDA
*811 CHEYNE
815 STUKEL-DEHLINGER C.
819 DUPONT
*822 STUKEL-O'NEILL
826 HASKINS
829 HORTON
834 KELLISON
*838 WINDY RIDGE
841 MARSHALL
*848 POPE
852 RODGERS
855 BRYANT-SMITH
*858 VENABLE & BIAGGI
861 WILLIAMS
863 WIRTH
*877 BUMPHEADS
882 HORSEFLY
*883 HORTON
*884 LANE
885 DRY PRAIRIE
886 HORSE CAMP RIM
889 TIMBER HILL
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*890 WILLOW VALLEY 90
*89]1 WILLOW VALLEY CHAIN. 0
*892 WILLIAMS 0
900 FREMONT 0 0
901 WASTINA 0 0
903 BEASLEY LAKE 0 0
905 HOMESTEAD 0 0
907 DEVILS GARDEN 0 0
908 COUGAR MOUNTAIN 0 0
909 BUTTON SPRINGS 0 0
914 WEST GREEN MOUNTAIN 0 0
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*Allotments which will have some shrubs and/or trees included in the seed mixture and/or spot seeded.
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Proposed Act ion

Table B-4 Anticipated Long-term Vegetation Allocation for the Proposed Action and Alternatives Y/

Alternative 1
No Action 2/

Alternative 3
Optimize Livestock

Alternative 4

Optimize Horses

Alternative 5

Optimize Other

Wild- Wwild Noncon- Live- Wild- Live- Wild- wild Noncon- Live- Wild- Wwild Noncon- Live- | Wild- Wild Noncon-  Live-
Allot. life Horses sumptive stock life stock life Horses sumptive stock life Horses sumptive stock | life Horses sumptive stock
No. (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)| (AuMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs)| (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)| (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs)
|
100 42 0 (o} 1,075 30 987 189 0 0 2,172 42 0 0 1,075 | 42 0 203 872
101 320 0 0 1,015 315 980 566 0 0 2,851 320 0 0 1,015 | 320 0 0 1,015
102 167 0 0 478 143 298 270 0 0 1,248 167 0 0 478 | 167 0 0 478
103 1,628 408 217 37,688 529 32,657 3,788 144 217 54,097 1,462 3,602 677 32,792 | 1,628 144 982 37,167
104 1 0 0 50 0 0 12 0 0 129 1 0 0 50 | 1 0 0 50
200 50 0 0 138 50 0 50 0 0 138 50 0 0 138 | 50 0 26 112
201 118 0 0 587 100 510 124 0 0 668 118 0 0 587 | 412 0 102 191
202 116 0 0 703 100 519 153 0 0 1,196 116 0 0 703 | 163 0 104 552
203 2 0 0 46 0 48 2 0 0 46 2 0 0 46 | 2 0 9 37
204 51 0 0 105 50 92 51 0 0 105 51 0 0 105 | 51 0 18 87
205 123 0 0 509 0 256 131 0 0 621 123 0 0 509 | 209 0 0 343
206 155 0 0 561 100 408 210 0 [} 1,301 155 0 0 567 | 212 0 41 469
207 231 0 0 2,355 200 1,942 297 0 0 3,227 231 0 0 2,355 | 231 0 279 2,076
208 62 0 0 291 60 266 71 0 0 414 62 0 0 191 | 108 0 53 192
209 20 0 0 57 20 57 20 0 0 57 20 0 0 57i 20 0 11 46
210 34 0 0 144 30 91 42 0 0 255 34 0 0 144 | 34 0 18 126
211 224 0 0 1,645 100 1,102 262 0 0 2,149 224 0 0 1,645 1 349 0 150 1,370
212 201 0 0 2,973 100 1,781 242 0 0 3,523 201 0 0 2,973 | 234 0 263 2,677
213 76 0 0 490 60 0 95 0 0 747 76 0 0 490 76 0 0 490
215 334 0 0 4,329 300 - 3,932 445 0 0 5,798 334 0 0 4,329 | 462 0 426 3,775
216 340 0 0 5,778 250 4,808 396 0 (o} 6,527 340 0 0 5.778 1 605 0 742 4,771
217 78 0 0 403 70 217 93 0 0 608 78 0 0 "403 | 378 0 60 43
218 35 0 0 415 30 0 49 0 0 598 35 0 0 415 1 35 0 0 415
219 20 0 0 280 20 280 20 0 0 280 20 0 0 280 | 300 0 0 0
222 61 0 0 680 50 429 72 0 0 831 61 0 0 680 | 121 0 0 620
223 61 0 0 64 61 64 61 0 0 64 61 0 0 64 | 61 0 0 64
400 876 612 339 20,734 251 19,119 3,141 216 0 38,407 556 3,598 799 14,896 | 4,715 216 1,759 15,871
401 0 0 0 16 0 16 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 16 | 0 0 3 13
403 2 0 0 18 2 18 2 0 0 18 2 0 0 18 | 20 0 0 0
404 7 0 0 110 2 63 22 0 0 223 7 0 0 110 | 7 0 16 94
405 14 0 0 317 8 526 97 0 0 936 } 14 0 0 317 | 14 0 54 263
406 8 0 0 14 2 15 11 0 0 37 | 8 0 0 14 | 8 0 0 14
407 22 0 0 203 20 90 22 0 0 203 | 22 0 0 203 | 22 0 0 203
408 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 21 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
409 6 0 0 180 0 46 8 0 0 198 | 6 0 0 180 | 6 0 39 141
410 0 0 0 13 0 13 0 0 0 13 | 0 0 0 13 i 0 0 0 13
411 0 0 0 13 0 113 0 0 ) 13 | 0 0 0 13 | 0 0 3 10
412 3 0 0 150 14 132 3 0 0 150 | 3 0 0 4 0 24 125
413 21 0 0 67 8 67 23 0 0 80 | 21 0 0 167 | 24 0 11 53
415 7 0 0 42 7 42 14 0 0 98 | 7 0 0 42 | 7 0 10 32
416 1 0 0 10 1 10 1 0 0 10 | 1 0 0 101 1 0 2 8
417 0 0 0 9 0 5 0 0 0 9 4 0 0 0 9| 0 0 2 7
501 55 0 0 120 55 120 55 0 0 120 | 55 0 0 120 1 55 0 24 96
502 63 0 0 386 60 346 63 0 0 386 | 63 0 0 386 1 63 0 69 317
503 60 0 0 247 60 295 60 0 0 247 ) 60 0 0 247 | 60 0 0 247
504 0 0 0 23 0 23 0 0 0 23 | 0 0 0 231 0 0 0 23
505 0 0 0 20 0 20 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 20 1 0 0 4 16
506 0 0 0 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 | 0 0 2 8
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Table B-4 Anticipated Long-term Vegetation Allocation for the Proposed Action and Alternatives (Cont.)

Allot.
No.

507
508
509
510
511
512
514
515
516
517
518
519
520
521
522
523

600
700
701
702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709

711
712
713
714

716
800

804
806
807
808
809
810
811
812
813
814
815

Alternative 1

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Proposed Act ion N o Action 2, Optimize Livestock Optimize Horses Optimize Other
Zroposed Act 1om £ | Zptimize Horses Zptimize Vther
Wild- Wild Noncon-  Live- Wild- Live- Wild- Wild Noncon- Live- | Wild- Wild Noncon-  Live- wild- wild Noncon-  Live-
life Horses sumptive stock life stock life Horses sumptive stock | 1life Horses sumptive stock life Horses sumptive stock
(AUMs) (AUMs) (KAUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs| (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)| (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)| (AUMs) (AUMs) (XAUMs)
50 0 0 164 50 164 50 0 0 164 | 50 0 0 164 150 0 0 64
0 0 0 9 0 9 0 0 0 9 | 0 0 0 9 0 0 2 7
106 0 0 1,770 0 1,196 106 0 0 1,770 | 106 0 0 1,770 106 0 157 1,613
194 0 0 2,673 0 1,423 433 0 0 5,847 | 194 0 0 2,673 527 0 197 2,143
285 0 0 9,587 0 5,956 884 0 0 17,551 | 285 0 0 9,587 315 0 864 8,693
156 0 0 1,038 0 289 192 0 0 1,515 | 156 0 0 1,038 186 0 58 950
194 0 0 4,714 0 2,663 518 0 0 9,024 | 194 0 0 4,714 194 0 0 4,714
221 0 0 5,009 0 3,621 642 0 0 10,602 | 221 0 0 5,009 221 0 0 5,009
240 0 0 3,408 0 570 877 0 0 11,876 | 240 0 0 3,408 240 0 0 3,408
369 0 0 8,783 0 5,209 954 0 0 16,558 | 369 0 0 8,783 679 0 0 8,473
42 0 0 889 0 435 57 0 0 1,087 | 42 0 0 889 86 0 57 788
77 0 0 1,060 0 498 121 0 0 1,648 77 0 0 1,060 102 0 74 961
71 0 0 1,124 55 867 151 0 ] 2,182 71 0 0 1,124 71 0 182 942
139 0 0 75 0 30 139 0 0 75 139 0 0 75 139 0 13 62
69 0 0 2,617 60 2,501 69 0 0 2,617 69 0 0 2,617 69 0 0 2,617
148 0 0 2,965 0 1,489 148 0 0 2,965 148 0 0 2,965 1,748 0 331 1,034
50 0 0 65 50 65 50 0 0 65 50 0 4} 65 50 0 13 52
1,762 2,400 0 43,627 0 27,892 3,789 360 0 72,590 892 18,000 6,235 10,227 2,389 360 4,534 40,506
85 0 0 385 69 262 167 0 0 995 85 0 0 385 89 0 33 348
35 0 0 151 29 108 40 0 0 189 35 0 0 151 35 0 21 130
146 0 12 350 142 309 174 0 0 570 146 0 12 350 150 0 12 346
36 0 0 107 36 107 36 0 0 107 36 0 0 107 36 0 25 82
220 0 0 900 187 650 261 0 0 1,203 220 0 0 900 220 0 199 701
646 0 0 1,778 463 1,332 692 0 0 2,118 646 0 0 1,778 646 0 111 1,667
136 0 4] 587 130 539 188 0 0 979 136 0 0 587 136 0 134 453
341 0 0 546 340 376 374 0 0 794 341 0 0 546 341 0 111 435
6 0 0 178 0 135 38 0 0 420 6 0 0 178 6 0 27 151
647 0 0 586 435 586 707 0 0 1,034 647 0 0 586 807 0 250 176
84 0 0 643 72 705 99 0 0 756 84 0 0 643 84 0 56 587
17 0 0 86 16 72 23 0 0 134 17 0 0 86 17 0 19 67
50 0 0 99 99 50 50 0 0 99 50 0 0 99 50 0 0 99
62 0 0 220 62 200 87 0 0 403 62 0 0 220 62 0 0 220
173 0 0 0 173 250 173 0 0 0 173 0 0 0 173 0 0 0
193 0 0 908 295 750 198 0 0 949 193 0 0 908 193 0 110 798
0 0 0 250 0 0 0 0 0 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 200
4 0 0 6 0 6 4 0 0 6 4 0 0 6 9 0 1 0
5 0 0 35 0 27 7 0 0 46 0 0 35 5 0 0 35
6 0 0 42 0 42 6 0 0 42 6 0 0 42 9 0 0 39
12 0 0 83 [0} 80 13 0 0 91 12 0 0 83 12 0 0 83
15 0 0 100 0 100 28 0 0 169 15 0 0 100 115 0 0 0
1 0 0 10 0 10 1 0 0 10 0 0 10 11 0 0 0
4 0 0 30 0 30 4 0 0 30 4 0 0 30 34 0 0 0
18 0 0 124 0 124 18 0 0 124 18 4] 0 124 18 0 0 124
6 0 ] 60 0 51 10 0 0 81 6 0 0 60 6 0 0 60
7 0 0 55 0 55 7 0 0 55 [ 0 55 7 0 0 55
3 0 0 20 0 20 3 0 0 20 0 0 20 3 0 0 20
16 0 0 108 0 108 16 0 0 108 16 0 0 108 16 0 0 108
29 0 0 240 0 240 29 0 0 240 29 0 0 240 29 0 0 240
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Table B-4 Anticipated Long-term Vegetation Allocation for the Proposed Action and Alternatives (Cont.)

| Alternative 1 | Alternative 3 Alternative 4 | Alternative 5
‘ Proposed Action No Action 2/| Optimize Livestock Optimize Horses | Optimize Other
| | |

Wild- Wild Noncon-  Live- | Wild- Live- | Wild- Wild Noncon-  Live- Wild- Wild Noncon- Live- | Wild- Wild Noncon-  Live-

Allot.| 1life Horses sumptive stock | life stock | life Horses sumptive stock | life Horses sumptive stock | life Horses sumptive stock

No. | (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)|  (AUMs) (AUMs)! (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)] (AUMs) KAUMs) AUMs)| (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs)

|

816 | 4 0 0 30 | 0 30 | 4 0 0 30 4 0 4] 30 4 0 ] 30
817 | 16 0 0 108 | 0 108 | 16 0 0 108 16 0 0 108 16 0 0 108
818 | 2 0 0 15 | 0 15 | 2 0 0 15 2 0 0 15 2 0 0 15
819 1 0 0 71 0 71 1 [¢] 0 7 1 0 0 7 1 0 0 7
820 2 0 0 16 | 0 16 | 2 0 0 16 2 0 0 16 2 0 0 16
821 27 0 0 68 | 0 68 | 27 0 0 68 27 0 0 68 27 0 0 68
822 26 Q Q 212 | 0 209 | 27 Q 0 215 26 0 Q 212 26 g 4 212
823 23 0 0 60 | 0 60 | 23 0 0 60 23 0 0 60 23 o] 0 60
825 12 0 0 76 | 0 76 | 12 0 0 76 12 0 0 76 12 0 0 76
826 6 0 0 80 | 0 80 | 6 0 0 80 6 0 0 80 14 0 0 72
827 3 0 0 25 | 0 25 | 3 0 0 25 3 0 0 25 3 0 0 25
828 7 0 0 60 | 0 60 | 7 0 0 60 7 0 0 60 7 0 0 60
829 7 0 0 41 | 0 26 | 11 0 0 60 7 0 0 41 48 0 0 0
830 3 0 0 40 0 40 | 3 0 ] 40 3 0 0 40 | 3 0 0 40
831 8 0 0 54 0 50 | 8 0 0 54 8 0 0 54 | 9 0 0 53
832 23 0 0 158 0 158 | 24 0 0 163 23 0 0 158 | 23 0 0 158
833 1 0 0 7 0 6 | 1 0 0 7 1 0 0 71 1 0 0 7
834 2 0 0 24 Q 19 | 3 0 0 31 2 Q Q 24 | 2 0 0 24
835 3 0 0 20 ¢ 20 | 3 0 0 20 3 0 0 20 | 21 0 0 2
836 16 0 0 104 0 96 | 16 0 0 104 16 0 0 104 | 120 0 0 0
837 20 0 0 140 0 130 | 20 0 0 140 20 0 0 140 22 0 0 138
838 12 0 0 68 0 52 | 19 0 0 102 12 0 0 68 64 0 0 16
839 77 0 0 519 0 490 | 77 0 0 519 77 0 0 519 77 0 0 519
840 5 0 0 38 0 38 | 5 0 0 38 5 0 0 38 5 0 0 38
841 2 0 0 14 [ 14 | 2 ] 0 14 2 0 0 14 1 16 0 0 0
842 3 0 0 40 0 40 | 3 0 0 40 3 0 0 40 | 9 0 0 34
845 3 0 0 55 0 55 | 3 0 0 55 3 0 0 55 3 0 0 55
846 9 0 0 140 0 140 | 9 0 0 140 9 0 0 140 9 0 0 140
847 43 0 0 108 0 108 | 43 0 0 108 43 0 0 108 43 0 0 108
848 9 0 0 78 0 70 | 11 [ 0 86 9 0 0 78 9 0 0 78
849 4 0 0 32 0 32 4 0 0 32 4 0 ] 32 4 0 0 32
851 18 [ q 118 [¢] 110 18 [¢] 0 118 18 0 0 118 32 0 3} 104
852 31 0 0 251 0 249 31 0 0 251 31 0 0 251 31 0 0 251
853 41 ] 0 104 0 104 41 0 0 104 41 0 0 104 41 0 0 104
855 18 0 0 122 0 109 19 0 0 127 18 0 0 122 21 0 0 118
856 11 0 0 73 0 70 11 0 0 73 11 0 0 73 12 0 0 72
857 7 0 0 49 0 42 7 0 0 49 7 0 0 49 8 0 0 48
858 88 0 0 530 0 300 142 0 0 813 88 0 0 530 322 0 0 296
859 7 0 0 62 0 60 7 0 0 62 7 0 0 62 7 0 0 62
860 6 0 0 86 0 83 9 0 0 103 6 0 0 86 6 0 0 86
861 12 0 0 134 0 120 13 0 0 137 12 0 0 134 15 0 0 121
862 8 0 0 96 0 85 8 0 0 96 8 0 0 96 8 0 0 96
863 22 0 0 132 [¢] 113 29 0 0 167 22 Q 0 132 22 0 [ 132
864 16 0 0 110 0 110 16 0 0 110 16 0 0 110 16 ] 0 110
876 126 0 0 515 0 475 126 0 0 515 126 0 0 515 150 0 22 469
877 151 ¢} 0 869 0 764 190 0 0 1,076 151 0 0 869 303 0 160 557
878 0 0 0 47 0 47 0 0 0 47 0 0 0 47 0 0 9 38
879 2 0 0 12 0 12 2 0 0 12 2 0 0 12 2 0 3 9
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Table B-4 Anticipated Long-term Vegetation Allocation for the Proposed Action and Alternatives (Cont.)

Alternative 1 Al ternat ive 3 Al ternat ive 4 Al ternat ive 5
Proposed Action No Action 2/ Optimize Livestock Optimize Horses Optimize Other
Wild- Wwild Noncon-  Live- Wild-  Live- Wild- Wild Noncon-  Live- Wild- Wild Noncon—~  Live- Wild- Wild Noncon-  Live-
Allot. life Horses sumptive stock life stock life Horses sumptive stock life Horses sumptive stock life Horses sumptive stock
No. (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)| (AUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs)  (AUMs) | KAUMs) (AUMs) (AUMs) | (AUMs) (AUMs) (XAUMs)
881 1 0 0 32 0 32 1 0 0 32 1 0 0 32 1 0 6 26
882 585 0 0 2,664 0 2,458 588 0 0 2,681 585 0 0 2,664 758 0 426 2,065
883 2 0 [ 69 0 58 5 0 0 83 2 0 0 69 66 0 1 4
884 2 0 0 50 0 43 2 0 0 50 2 0 0 50 16 0 6 30
885 142 0 0 667 0 606 160 0 0 719 142 [ 0 667 167 0 130 512
886 55 0 0 322 0 300 55 0 0 322 55 0 0 322 57 0 71 249
887 97 0 ] 473 0 434 97 0 0 473 97 0 0 473 200 0 31 339
888 50 0 0 240 0 216 50 0 0 240 50 0 0 240 78 0 6 206
889 61 0 0 302 0 270 61 0 0 302 61 4] 0 302 65 0 18 280
890 261 0 0 1,486 0 1,270 308 0 0 1,732 261 0 0 1,486 327 0 280 1,140
891 85 0 0 207 4] 105 104 4] 0 308 85 0 0 207 255 0 0 37
892 10 0 0 129 0 75 18 [ 0 174 10 0 0 129 14 0 14 11t
893 1 0 4] 6 0 6 1 0 0 6 1 0 0 6 1 0 1 5
895 17 4] 0 117 ] 108 17 0 0 117 17 4] 0 117 17 0 0 117
896 13 0 0 96 0 88 13 0 0 96 13 0 0 96 17 0 0 92
900 1,246 0 ] 2,107 806 1,970 1,398 0 0 3,239 1,246 0 0 2,107 1,246 0 5 2,102
901 311 0 0 419 311 419 325 0 0 524 311 0 0 419 311 0 39 380
902 634 0 0 923 634 923 738 0 0 1,704 634 0 0 923 634 0 0 923
903 66 0 0 232 66 232 93 0 0 437 | 66 0 0 232 66 0 0 232
904 91 0 0 244 91 244 166 ] 0 803 | 91 0 0 244 91 0 0 244
905 520 0 0 892 508 805 590 0 0 1,413 | 520 0 0 892 520 0 0 892
906 51 0 0 112 51 112 51 ] 0 112 51 0 0 112 51 0 0 112
907 116 0 0 287 116 0 121 0 0 282 116 0 0 287 116 0 0 287
908 534 0 0 616 534 616 619 0 0 1,253 534 0 0 616 534 0 76 540
909 252 0 0 1,068 252 1,068 252 0 0 1,068 252 0 0 1,068 252 0 212 856
910 182 0 0 680 182 680 182 0 0 680 182 0 0 680 182 0 0 680
911 | 155 0 0 782 137 669 169 0 0 884 155 0 0 782 155 0 161 621
912 2 0 0 15 1 16 2 0 0 15 2 0 0 15 2 0 2 13
913 0 0 0 24 0 12 6 0 0 66 0 0 0 24 0 0 0 24
914 201 0 ] 1,309 191 1,233 214 0 4] 1,405 201 0 0 1,309 201 0 21 1,288
915 535 0 0 1,000 535 1,000 535 0 0 1,000 535 0 ] 1,000 535 0 128 872
916 0 0 0 10 0 16 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 0 2 8
1000 764 0 0 9,185 480 5,418 1,066 0 0 13,201 764 0 0 9,185 764 0 0 9,185
1001 140 0 0 6,284 0 4,418 215 4] 0 7,283 140 0 0 6,284 140 0 0 6,284
1002 0 0 0 159 4] 159 0 0 0 159 0 0 0 159 0 0 0 159
1300 5 0 0 10 0 10 5 0 0 10 5 0 0 10 5 0 0 10
1301 5 0 0 10 4] 10 5 0 0 10 5 0 0 10 5 0 0 10
1302 14 0 (4] 30 0 30 14 0 0 30 14 0 0 30 14 0 0 30
1303 10 0 0 20 0 20 10 0 0 20 10 0 0 20 10 0 0 20
1305 14 0 0 29 | 0 29 14 0 0 29 14 0 0 29 14 0 0 29
1306 27 0 0 57 0 55 27 0 0 57 27 0 0 57 27 0 0 57
1307 5 0 10 0 0 10 5 0 10 0 5 0 10 0 5 0 10 0
1308 0 0 ] 4 0 4 || 0 _0 _0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4
EIS | .
Total | 21,076 3,420 578 222,948 | 10,916 166,454 | 33,232 720 227 350,442 | 19,720 25,200 7,733 178,564 | 31,488 720 14,990 200,813

Y The vegetation allocation for Alternative 2, Eliminate Livestock Grazing, would be zero for livestock and the same as the short term proposed action for
wildlife and wild horses. All remaining forage would be available for nonconsumptive uses.
Long-term vegetation allocation for Alternatives 1 and 2 has not been projected; therefore, the short-term allocation is shown.
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Table B-5 Additional Range Improvements for Alternative 3 Above the Proposed Action L

Pipe- Seeding Brush Control Juniper

Allotment Number Fence Springs line Wells Reser- Water— (acres) (acres) Control

and Name (miles) (miles) voirs holes Spray Burn Chain Spray Burn Chain  (acres)
100 PETER CREEK 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,700 0 0 11,000 0 0
101 EAST GREEN MOUNTAIN 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5,700 6,000 0 5,541 0 0
102 CRACK IN THE GROUND 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,200 680 0 5,100 0 0
103 VIEWPOINT 0 0 0 1 0 5 29,347 10,000 0 77,700 30,000 0 0
104 BOTTOMLESS LAKE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 565 0 0 0 0 0
200 BLUE CREEK 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0
201 VINYARD INDIV 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,480 0 0 0
202 HICKEY INDIV ] 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 9,000 0 ] 0
205 GREASER DRIFT 0 0 1 0 0 o] 0 400 0 0 0 0 0
206 LANE PLAN II 0 0 ] 0 2 0 0 0 0 9,000 0 0 0
207 LANE PLAN I 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 2,500 0 6,400 0 0 0
208 SAGEHEN 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2,000 0 0 0
210 GRIENER INDIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 250 0 0 400 o] 0 0
211 ROUND MOUNTAIN 0 1 0 0 2 0 1,200 0 0 4,920 0 0 0
212 RAHILLY-GRAVELLY 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 1,220 0 3,400 0 0 0
213 BURRO SPRING 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 600 0 0 1,000 0 0
215 HILL CAMP 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1,680 0 14,000 0 0 0
216 O'KEEFFE INDIV 0 0 2 1 8 0 0 600 0 4,000 4,000 0 0
217 COX INDIV 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 500 0 940 940 0 0
218 SANDY SEEDING 0 0 0 0 0 0 800 0 ] 0 0 0 0
222 FISHER LAKE 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 600 0 0 0 0 0
400 PAISLEY COMMON 0 0 ] 1 0 4 52,901 0 ¢ 88,985 0 0 0
404 WILLOW CREEK [¢] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,060 0 0 0
405 EAST CLOVER FLAT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,600 0 0 0
406 WEST CLOVER FLAT 0 0 [ 0 0 0 110 0 0 0 0 0 0
409 TUCKER HILL 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 ]
412 FIR TIMBER BUTTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 600 0 0 0
415 BRIGGS GARDEN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 785 0 0 ]
509 COX BUTTE 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
510 ORIJANA RIM 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 51,820 0 0 0
511 NORTHEAST WARNER 0 1 3 0 6 o 15,000 0 0 116,000 0 0 0
512 NORTH BLUEJOINT ¢ 0 2 2 0 0 0 2,400 0 0 0 0 0
514 CORN LAKE 0 0 0 1 0 0 5,000 5,000 0 46,000 0 0 0
515 JUNIPER MOUNTAIN 0 0 2 0 4 0 13,500 0 0 74,720 0 0 0
516 RABBIT BASIN 0 0 4 2 2 0 36,000 0 0 7,040 0 0 0
517 COYOTE-COLVIN 0 1 0 0 6 0 15,209 5,000 0 76,000 0 0 0
518 CLOVER CREEK 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 9,000 0 0 0
519 FISH CREEK 0 0 0 0 3 0 750 750 0 3,500 3,500 0 0
520 LYNCH-FLYNN 0 0 0 0 2 0 3,800 0 0 5,500 6,000 0 0
523 WARNER LAKES 0 0 0 o] 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
600 BEATYS BUTTE 0 8 12 2 29 0 32,000 32,000 0 80,000 80,000 0 0
700 SILVER CR-BRIDGE CR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,895 0 0 1,200 0 0
701 UPPER BRIDGE CR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 640 0 0 0
702 BUCK CR-BRIDGE CR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,186 0 0 0 0 0
704 WARD LAKE 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 ¢ 3,100 0 0 0 0
705 OATMAN FLAT 0 0 0 0 0 0 493 0 1,600 0 1,600 0 0
706 RYE RANCH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,840 0 1,400 0 0 0
707 TUFF BUTTE 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 800 2,400 0 0 0
708 ARROW GAP 2 0 0 0 0 0 1,335 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendi x C

Determ nation of Forage Production and Vegetation Allocation

Det erm nati on of Present Forage Production

Forage production for nobst of the allotnents within the EIS area was
originally determned using the Wight Estimte Method (BLM Manual 4412. 11B)
bet ween the years 1957-1963. Using these data as a basis, the grazing
capacity has been periodically adjusted to reflect changes in forage
production caused by fire, land treatments, allotment boundary adjustnents,
| and exchanges, the construction of exclosures, new water devel opnents and
drift fences. A conparison of the range conditions as neasured by the 1978
Denmi ng Two- Phase Method range condition survey with known |evels of actual
grazing use further refined the forage production determnation.

An exanpl e of how the production was determined is shown by the Beatys Butte
Al ot ment (#600). The original survey and subsequent studies of Beatys Butte
nmeasured 27,892 AUMs avail able forage production. During the period
1969- 1978 t he conbi ned average annual grazing use by livestock and wild
horses total ed 28,965 AUMs. The 1978 survey indicated that nost of the
allotnent was in fair condition with an upward trend. Therefore, the 28, 965
AUM | evel was determined to be the best estimate of sustainable forage
production for the allotnent.

Forage production of small allotnents on scattered |land parcels (primarily in
the Lost River Resource Area) was determned by conparing surveyed production
| evel s of nearby larger allotnents with known | evels of grazing use and
estimated condition.

Determnation of Proposed Initial Vegetation Allocation

The existing forage production is proposed for allocation anmpng |ivestock,
wildlife, wld horses and nonconsunptive uses. The allocation to the
nonconsunptive category results in AUMs of forage production renaining
unused.

W1 d horse forage requirenents are based on wld horse popul ation objectives
set forth in the WIld Horse Herd Managenent Plans (HMPs). For the Beatys
Butte herd, the nmnagenent plan shows a popul ation objective of 200 wld
horses requiring 2,400 AuMs of forage annually. W1ld horses and |ivestock
have a 100 percent dietary overlap in this area; therefore, all 2,400 AUMs of
forage are conpetitive.

WIldlife forage needs were determned by prorating the nunmber of big game

animals in each herd area to each allotnment and then calculating the total
number of AUMs needed within each allotment to support these animals.

Cl



Oregon Departnent of Fish & Widlife (ODFW supplied big gane nunbers and

season of use. Only conpetitive AUMs were formally allocated to big game. A
conpetitive AUMis forage conposed of pal atable shrubs, grasses and forbs

eaten by both livestock and wildlife. The portion of total big game forage

which is conmpetitive is based on the dietary overlap or percent conpetitive-
ness for deer.

Big ganme unit nonths were converted to AUMs using the follow ng conversion
ratios:

5.3 Deer Unit Months
7 Antelope Unit Months

1 AUM
1 AUM

Big game was allocated forage in proportion to the percent of public land in
the allotnent. A nmathematical equation illustrates the nethod used to derive
wildlife AUMs.

Deer Mont hs 1 AUM % Dietary Widlife
X of X X % BLM Xx = AUM
Nos. Use 5.3 Overl ap Al [ ocation

The sane fornula with the 7:1 AUM conversion factors was used for antel ope.

In the Beatys Butte Allotment, approximtely 444 conpetitive AUMs of forage
are required for wildlife to maintain the current population of mule deer and
ant el ope.

A summary of the proposed vegetation allocation within the Beatys Butte
allotnent is shown bel ow

Present Forage Production 28, 965 AUMs
Al ocated to horses 2,400 AUMs
Allocated to wildlife 444 AUMs
Al located to |ivestock 26,121 AUMs
Total Allocation 28, 965 AUMs

Determnation of Future Forage Production

The analysis of predicted changes in grazing capacity is based on the
expected change in key species conposition and vegetative production. These
changes would occur as a result of changes in livestock distribution provided
by water devel opnents, timng and intensity of l|ivestock grazing, and the
conversion of shrub plant communities to perennial bunchgrass plant
communi ti es.



In the Beatys Butte Allotnent, the inplenmentation of rest rotation grazing on
481,893 acres and the construction of 39 water developnments would result in
i mproved |ivestock distribution. Key species conposition and production
woul d increase, accounting for an estimated increase of 5,793 AUMs. Vegeta-
tive manipulation on 78,720 acres would result in an additional 13,031 AUMs
of forage production. Ten years follow ng inplenmentation, the forage
production of the allotment is thus expected to increase by 18, 824 AUMs.
Added to the current production of 28,965 AUMs, the future forage production
of the allotnent would be approxinately 47,789 AUMs.

Determnation of Anticipated Long-Term Vegetation Allocation

The deternmination of the long-term allocation uses the same nethodol ogy as
the short-termallocation; however, long range wildlife population and
l'ivestock production objectives are considered in the allocation. In the
Beatys Butte allotment, the allocation of vegetation to wild horses would
remain at 2,400 AUMs since this nunmber fulfills the requirenents of the
popul ation objectives described in the Herd Managenent Pl an. In addition to
the existing allocation of 444 AUMs, 1,318 AUMs would be allocated to wild-
life to allow mule deer and antel ope herd sizes to increase in line with
ODFW's obj ectives. The remaining 43,627 AUMs woul d be allocated to |ivestock

The long-termallocation is for analysis purposes only. The actual alloca-
tion will be made only as forage becomes available and in line with nultiple
use resource objectives of future resource managenent plans
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Scientific Names of

al der

aster

basin wildrye

bi g sagebrush
bitterbrush

bl uebunch wheat grass
buckwheat

bul rush

ceanot hus

cheat grass
chokecherry

creek dogwood
creepi ng wildrye
crested wheatgrass
currant

dock

gr easewood

hopsage

| daho fescue

j unegrass

j uni per

Kent ucky bl uegrass
knotweed

| ow sagebrush
manzanita

mat nuhly

mount ai n nahogany
needl egrass

phl ox

ponder osa pine
pondweed

poverty weed
quaki ng aspen
rabbi t brush

rush

sal tgrass

Sandberg bl uegrass
sedge

shadscal e

silver sagebrush
spi ney hopsage
squirrel tai

smart weed
Thurber's needl egrass
timot hy

willow

yarrow

Appendi x D

Al nus ssp..

Aster ssp

Elymus cinereus
Artemsia tridentata
Purshia tridentata
Agropyron spicatum

Er i ogonum spp.

Sci rpus spp.

Ceanot hus spp.

Bronmus tectorum
Prunus virgini ana
Cornus stolonifera
Elymus i coi des
Agropyron cristatum
Ribes spp..

Runex spp..

Sar cobatus verm cul at us
Atriplex spi hosa
Festuca i dahoensis
Koeleria cristata

Juni perus occidentalis
Poa pratensis
Polygonum spp.

Artem sia arbuscul a
Manzanita spp
Muhlenbergia richardsonis

Pl ants Mentioned in the EIS

Cercocarpus |ledifolius
Stipa spp.

Phl ox spp..

Pinus ponderosa

Pot anbget on spp.

Iva axillaris
Populus trenul oi des
Chr vsot hammus  sop.
Juncus spp.
Distichlis spp.

Poa sandbergii

Car ex sop.

Atriplex confertifolia
Artem sia cana
§phyoaa

Sitanion hvstrix

Pol ygonurn spp.

Sti pa thurberiana

Phl eum prat ense
Salix spp.

Achillea millefolium

D



Appendi x E
Determination of Existing and Predicted Range Condition and Trend

Determination of Existing Range Condition and Trend

Range condition was determned by the Dem ng Two- Phase net hod. This was the
standard nmethod for determning range condition on public lands in the 1950's
and 60's. The Lakeview District was originally surveyed using the Two-Phase
met hod between 1956 and 1964. This nethod is no longer in the current BLM
manual s. For this reason, a brief description of the method is provided
below. A copy of the forner manual is available for review at the Lakeview
District Ofice.

According to the former manual, the Two-Phase nethod "... is used to judge
the relative condition of both the Forage Stand and the Site-Soil Mntle

phases of |ands used primarily for grazing purposes. It serves to determne
trends in range condition over long periods of tine . . . by nmeans of
successive periodic resurveys." Since the original transect sheets and other
information were available, the Two-Phase nethod was used again in 1978 and
1979 on the Lakeview District. The difference between the two surveys was
used to determine range trend. However, since 1978 was above average in

precipitation, the survey results showed nmore of an upward trend than if the
survey had occurred in a normal year

The Two-Phase nethod is based on consideration of the productive capabilities
of the land under proper grazing use rather than on the basis of a purely
ecol ogi cal or vegetational clinmax. Observations are made in the field at
random The plants observed are classified primarily by the relative val ue
of each plant species for forage production purposes, but consideration is
also given to its relative efficiency as protective cover for the soil nantle
and to its position in the devel opnental stages of plant succession. For
each observation, the vegetal type is designated and the site described as to
| and form topography, exposure, soil characteristics and noisture character-
istics. Numerical ratings are assigned for each of the above itens. The sum
of the total rating obtained determnes the range condition class for each
writeup and |ocation. Five condition classes are described: Excel | ent
Good, Fair, Poor and Bad. Very few acres were classified as Excellent or
Bad, so those acres were grouped respectively into Good and Poor

Determination of Predicted Range Condition

The determ nations of predicted range conditions are based on the discussion
of vegetation allocation and grazing systems in Chapter 3. Variables such as
| arge year-to-year fluctuations in precipitation nmake a precise quantifi-
cation of inpacts to vegetation inpossible. The inpact analysis nethodol ogy,
therefore, produces a result which is nost useful as a relative conparison
between alternatives rather than as an absolute prediction of the inpacts of
i mpl ementing any one alternative



The follow ng anal ysis of inpacts to range condition on the Fish Creek
Allotnent (519) illustrates how the conponents of the proposed action and
alternatives resulted in the long-termrange conditions shown in Table 3-1
The Fish Creek Allotnent is currently managed under a spring/sumrer grazing
system and includes a 130 acre exclosure. The 1978 range condition inventory
indicated that 1,127 acres are in good and 13,678 acres are in fair
condi ti on. No areas are currently in poor condition

The following actions are proposed for the allotnent
1. Inplenentation of rest rotation grazing on 14,665 acres
2. Prescribed burning of 1,120 acres followed by seeding

3. The construction of a lo-acre exclosure in addition to the existing
excl osure.

4. An increase of 125 AUMs of |ivestock use over the current |evel (498
AUMs) of active preference.

5. A delay in the livestock turnout date from April 16 to May 1.
The proposed vegetative treatnent would result in good range condition on

1,120 acres by converting a sagebrush-dom nated plant community to a
grass-domi nated community. The increase in livestock use would occur after

successful conpletion of the project. The delay in the |ivestock turnout
date and the inplenentation of rest rotation grazing would inprove the vigor
of the native key species on the remainder of the allotnent. | nproved vigor
is reflected in increases in seed production. The rest periods provided

under the proposed grazing systens would aid in seedling establishnent.
| mproverment in riparian vegetation would occur follow ng construction of the
| o-acre exclosure along Fish Creek. At the end of 20 years, the entire
14,805 acres in the allotnent would be in good condition



Appendi x F

Exi sting Range Condition and Trend by Allotnent

Cond it ion

Unsur- |
Allot- Good Fai r Poor  veyed |
ment (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) |

100 4, 836 8, 964 0 0
101 16, 241 1, 000 0 0|
102 4,718 10, 701 0 0|
103 128,545 316,442 61,549 17,644 |
104 0 0 0 565 |
200 600 0 0 0|
201 2, 560 5,507 320 213 |
202 10, 906 0 0 0|
203 192 373 0 0|
204 0 0 2,764 166 |
205 0 0 8, 538 672 |
206 9,910 0 0 0 |
207 5, 760 18, 130 0 835 |
208 960 2, 860 0 0 |
209 0 790 0 0 |
210 640 1,437 0 913 |
211 192 16, 138 0 0 |

212 3, 200 6,400 22,216 1,469
213 0 0 6,041 1,459 |
215 15, 549 12, 040 1,280 1,921 |
216 3, 840 42,075 3,200 1,215 |
217 1, 280 2,793 0 597 |
218 4,419 0 320 111 |
219 0 470 0 0 |
222 0 2, 950 1, 280 0 |
223 0 412 0 0 |
400 45, 065 310,658 143,600 52,297 |
401 0 0 160 0 |
403 0 400 0 0 |
404 0 0 3,123 0|
405 0 4,182 4,500 0 |
406 0 548 200 0 |
407 0 2,521 0 0 |
408 0 0 0 55 |
409 0 0 3,534 0|
410 0 0 0 285 |
411 636 0 0 0 |
412 1,773 0 0 0 |
413 1, 689 0 0 0 |
415 745 0 0 40 |

416 0 0 0 565
417 0 0 799 50 |
501 2,780 0 0 0|
502 0 5, 150 0 0 |
503 0 3,083 0 27 |
504 0 390 0 0 |

m

Tr end

Down- No

Upwar d Static war d Trend
(Acres) (Acres ) (Acres ) (Acres )
1, 600 12, 200 0 0
13, 807 3,434 0 0
11,823 3,596 0 0
228, 460 239,771 38, 305 17, 644
0 0 0 565

0 600 0 0
2,560 6, 040 0 0
3, 840 7,066 0 0
0 565 0 0

0 2,930 0 0

0 9,210 0 0
9,910 0 0 0
10, 240 14, 485 0 0
320 3,500 0 0

0 790 0 0
2,350 640 0 0
3, 840 12,490 0 0
19, 845 13, 440 0 0
7,500 0 0 0
2,945 27,845 0 0
5,120 42, 650 2,560 0
640 4,030 0 0
4,530 320 0 0
0 470 0 0

0 4,230 0 0

0 412 0 0

204, 098 275, 828 19, 397 52,297
0 160 0 0

0 400 0 0

0 3,123 0 0

0 8, 682 0 0

0 748 0 0

0 2,521 0 0

0 0 0 55

0 3,534 0 0

0 0 0 285

636 0 0 0
1,773 0 0 0
1,089 600 0 0
745 0 0 40

0 0 0 565

0 799 0 50

0 2,780 0 0
1,920 3,230 0 0
0 3,110 0 0

0 390 0 0



Appendi x F (Cont.> Existing Range Condition and Trend by All ot nent

Cond it ion Trend
Unsur - | Down- No
Allot- Good Fair Poor veyed | Upwar d Static war d Trend
ment (Acres ) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) : (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres )
505 0 0 180 0 | 0 180 0 0
506 0 0 100 0 | 100 0 0 0
507 0 0 1,568 462 | 2,030 0 0 0
508 0 0 280 0 | 0 280 0 0
509 0 26, 180 12, 160 0 | 37, 060 1,280 0 0
510 0 33,920 23,360 0 | 33,920 23, 360 0 0
511 3,200 84,878 50, 242 0 | 27,016 100, 424 10, 880 0
512 0 0 22,440 0 | 22, 440 0 0 0
514 0 24,000 53,516 894 | 71, 369 7,041 0 0
515 33,175 46, 565 11,980 0 | 67, 400 14,720 9, 600 0
516 0 0 60,540 0 | 49, 020 10, 240 1,280 0
517 23,688 68,970 34,733 205 | 107, 234 19, 062 1, 300 0
518 10, 050 0 0 0 | 10, 050 0 0 0
519 1,127 13,678 0 0 | 9, 305 5, 500 0 0
520 14,120 3,200 0 0 | 7,680 9, 640 0 0
521 780 0 0 0 | 780 0 0 0
522 8,836 0 0 364 | 0 9,200 0 0
523 0 1,270 37,998 0 | 9, 360 29, 908 0 0
524 0 0 2,700 0 | 0 2,700 0 0
600 44,795 381,005 79,360 1,825 | 332,210 154, 295 20, 480 0
700 640 4,322 1,683 0 | 640 6, 005 0 0
701 882 0 578 0 | 0 1,460 0 0
702 720 4,920 640 0 | 3,470 2,810 0 0
703 0 866 289 0 | 866 289 0 0
704 0 12,024 400 0 | 4, 407 8,017 0 0
705 5, 337 14,944 1,702 0 | 1,797 19, 866 320 0
706 4,240 0 0 0 | 4,240 0 0 0
707 1, 060 8,270 0 0 | 4,693 4,637 0 0
708 0 2,720 0 0 | 0 2,720 0 0
709 5,139 12,711 940 0 | 3,080 15, 310 400 0
710 1,409 2,409 650 0 | 1, 259 1, 389 1,820 0
711 1,170 0 0 0 | 1,170 0 0 0
712 1,100 300 0 0 | 300 1,100 0 0
713 2,206 300 279 0 | 1,406 479 900 0
714 0 4,100 0 0 | 0 4,100 0 0
715 6, 520 0 0 0 | 6, 520 0 0 0
716 0 0 0 640 | 0 0 0 640
800 0 40 0 0 | 0 0 0 40
801 0 400 0 0 | 0 0 0 400
804 0 480 0 0 | 0 0 0 480
806 0 817 0 0 | 0 0 0 817
807 0 1,708 0 0 | 0 0 0 1,708
808 0 40 0 0 | 0 0 0 40
809 0 80 0 0 | 0 0 0 80
810 0 1, 300 0 0 | 0 0 0 1, 300
811 0 840 0 0 | 0 0 0 840
812 0 760 0 0 | 0 0 0 760
813 0 160 0 0 | 0 0 0 160



Appendi x F (Cont.) Existing Range Condition and Trend by All ot nent

Cond it ion Trend
Unsur- Down- No
Allot- Good Fai r Poor veyed Upwar d Static war d Trend
nent (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres ) (Acres ) (Acres ) (Acres )
814 0 840 0 0 0 0 0 840
815 0 1,680 0 0 0 0 0 1,680
816 0 440 0 o | 0 0 0 440
817 0 1,080 0 0 | 0 0 0 1,080
818 0 200 0 0 | 0 0 0 200
819 0 79 0 0 | 0 0 0 79
820 160 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 160
821 0 088 0 0 | 0 0 0 088
822 3,122 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 3,122
823 0 920 0 0 | 0 0 0 920
825 0 760 0 0 | 0 0 0 760
826 0 560 0 0 | 0 0 0 560
827 0 349 0 0 | 0 0 0 349
828 0 960 0 0 | 0 0 0 960
829 0 760 0 0| 0 0 0 760
830 0 280 0 0 | 0 0 0 280
831 0 0 460 0 | 0 0 0 460
832 1,578 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 1,578
833 0 40 0 0 | 0 0 0 40
834 0 335 0 0 | 0 0 0 335
835 0 320 0 0 | 0 0 0 320
836 900 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 900
837 1,249 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 1,249
838 600 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 600
839 0 3, 440 0 0 | 0 0 0 3,440
840 0 565 0 0 | 0 0 0 565
841 0 348 0 0 | 0 0 0 348
842 0 485 0 0 | 0 0 0 485
845 0 500 0 0 | 0 0 0 500
846 0 1, 260 0 0| 0 0 0 1,260
847 1,921 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 1,921
848 0 1,044 0 0 | 0 0 0 1,044
849 0 480 0 0 | 0 0 0 480
851 0 1,083 0 0 | 0 0 0 1,083
852 0 2,549 0 0 | 0 0 0 2,549
853 688 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 688
855 0 1,140 0 0 | 0 0 0 1,140
856 0 440 0 0 | 0 0 0 440
857 0 760 0 0 | 0 0 0 760
858 1,760 4,688 0 0 | 0 0 0 6, 448
859 370 0 0 0 | 370 0 0 0
860 0 545 0 0| 0 0 0 545
861 0 2,520 0 0 | 0 0 0 2,520
862 0 2,520 0 0 | 0 0 0 2,520
863 0 1, 360 0 0 | 0 0 0 1, 360
864 0 0 1,440 0 | 0 0 0 1,440
876 740 4, 060 0 0 | 1, 600 3,200 0 0
877 375 9,225 3,280 0 | 9,015 3, 865 0 0

ik
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Appendix F (Cont.> Existing Range Condition and Trend by All otment

Cond it ion Trend
Unsur- | Down-— No
Allot- Good Fai r Poor veyed Upwar d Static war d Trend
ment (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres)
878 0 1, 465 0 0 0 1, 465 0 0
879 0 240 0 0 240 0 0 0
881 0 285 0 0 0 285 0 0
882 1,715 24,641 0 0 11,515 11, 321 3,520 0
883 880 0 0 0 | 0 880 0 0
884 0 282 0 0 | 282 0 0 0
885 647 6, 584 0 0 | 1,050 6, 181 0 0
886 300 4,820 0 0 | 0 5,120 0 0
887 800 8, 480 0 0 | 3,500 800 4,980 0
888 0 2,750 0 0 | 2,050 700 0 0
889 0 3,390 0 0 | 1,780 1,290 320 0
890 4,107 10, 838 0 0 | 4,728 10, 137 80 0
891 1, 800 2,109 0 0 | 3,909 0 0 0
892 0 1,790 0 0 | 0 1,790 0 0
893 0 180 0 0 | 180 0 0 0
895 0 1,080 0 0 | 0 0 0 1,080
896 880 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 880
900 9,774 14, 988 0 1, 600 | 4,360 20, 402 0 1,600
901 6, 266 0 0 100 | 3,689 2,577 0 100
902 9,816 960 0 440 | 10, 776 0 0 440
903 0 1,056 1,584 0 | 0 2,640 0 0
904 960 2,715 0 0 | 1,390 2,285 0 0
905 3,741 8, 632 0 1,464 | 4,061 8, 312 0 1,464
906 1,071 0 0 0 | 0 1,071 0 0
907 4,406 0 0 0 | 930 3,476 0 0
908 3,970 3,762 550 0 | 7,732 550 0 0
909 8,779 0 0 0 | 1,313 7,466 0 0
910 3, 207 0 0 1,177 | 2,020 1,187 0 1,177
911 3,022 3,328 0 250 | 5, 361 989 0 250
912 320 0 0 0 | 320 0 0 0
913 0 240 0 0 | 0 240 0 0
914 1,280 18, 496 1, 800 80 | 660 20,916 0 80
915 8, 230 0 0 0 | 2,810 5,420 0 0
916 0 160 0 0 | 0 160 0 0
1000 38, 160 51,150 27,520 6 | 70, 756 45, 440 640 0
1001 31, 040 14,080 39,314 3,136 | 15, 360 72,210 0 0
1002 290 1,018 1,280 0 | 1,288 1,300 0 0
1300 0 0 0 120 1 0 0 0 120
1301 0 0 0 240 | 0 0 0 240
1302 0 0 0 40 | 0 0 0 40
1303 0 0 0 280 | 0 0 0 280
1305 0 0 0 200 | 0 0 0 200
1306 0 0 0 363 | 0 0 0 363
1307 0 0 0 240 | 0 0 0 240
1308 0 0 0 120 | 0 0 0 120

|
506,154 1,773,713 738,970 95,345 | 1,533,458 1,416,306 116,782 137,636
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Appendi x G

Average Monthly Tenperatures and Precipitation for Selected Wather Stations

Klamath Falls (4,098 ft.> 1/ Lakeview (4,778 ft.> Paisley (4,360 ft.)
Precipitation Tenperature Precipitation Tenperature Precipitation Tenperature
(i nches) C°F) (i nches) (°F) (i nches) ( °F)
January 2.24 29.7 2.29 27.8 1.46 30.8
February 1.29 34.8 1.51 32.3 .94 35.7
Mar ch 1.06 38.8 1.34 36.2 .85 38.7
April .73 45.3 1.10 43.5 .59 45. 4
May 1.13 52.8 1.73 51.1 1.34 53.1
June .96 59.5 1.70 57.9 1.42 59.7
July .25 67.9 .19 66.6 37 68.1
August .57 65.9 .37 64.2 .43 66. 3
Sept enber .49 59.8 .50 57.8 37 53.5
Cct ober 1.25 49.4 1.32 47.9 .90 49.9
Novenber 1.88 38.7 1.79 37.7 1.06 39.1
Decenber 2.49 31.7 2.17 1.1 1.45 32.9
14.34 47.9 16. 01 46. 2 11.18 47.7
Hart Mn. Refuge (5,616 ft.) Fremont (4,512 ft.) Adel (4,680 ft.)
Precipitation Tenperature Precipitation Temerature Precipitation Tenperature
(i nches) (°F) (i nches) C°F) (i nches) °F)
January .92 27.3 1.91 27.3 1.20 33.4
February .72 30.9 .93 317 .72 34.5
Mar ch .90 33.0 96 34.2 .74 38.8
April .86 40.1 55 38.4 .55 44.8
May 1.84 47.3 75 44.3 .79 53.4
June 1.72 53.7 81 54. 4 1.44 59.9
July .36 62.6 40 61.0 .30 67.9
August .43 61.3 51 58.4 53 66. 7
Sept enber 48 54.9 31 51.6 .49 58.6
Cct ober .92 45.9 .83 43.4 .67 51.0
Novermber .94 36.1 1. 44 34.6 1.01 40.6
Decenber .99 29.9 1.80 26.1 1.11 33.9
11.08 43.6 10. 82 42.3 9.55 48.0
Al kali Lake (4,332 ft.>
Precipitation Temmerature
(i nches) (°F)
January 1.03 30.9
February .64 33.2
Mar ch .55 37.2
Apri .75 43.3
May .79 52.2
June 1.32 58.7
July .62 69. 1
August .67 64.0
Sept enber .32 58.5
Cct ober .85 48. 4
Novenber .69 40.9
Decenber .83 31.5
9. 06 44.8

1/ Station elevation

Source: U'S. Department of Commerce, National OCceanic and Atnospheric
Admini stration 1978; USDI BLM 1979
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Appendi x H
Properties and Qualities of the Soils in the Lakeview EIS Area

Sl ope Bedrock or Effective Avai | abl e

Soi | QG assification G adi ent Underlying  Perma- Root Wat er Hol di ng
Uni t Subgr oup- - Fami | y (percent) Mat eri al bility Depth (in) Capacity
{ Xerollic Canborthid--Coarse-silty,

m xed, mesic 0-3 Al luvium Mod. 60+ Hi gh
2 Xerol lic Torrifluvent—--Coarse-

| oamy, mixed, noncal careous, nesic 0-3 Al [ uvi um Rapi d 20- 40 Low
5 Lithic Xerollic Camborthid~-

Loany, mixed, frigid 0-12 Eol i an Rapi d 10- 20 Low
6 Xerollic Torriorthent--Coarse-| oany,

m xed, noncal careous, frigid 0-3 Al [ uvi um Rapi d 60+ Mod.
14 Cumulic Hapl aquol | --C ayey, nixed,

mesi ¢ 0-3 Al luvium Sl ow 60+ Hi gh
25 Xerollic Pal eargid--C ayey,

montnorillonitic, frigid, shallow 0-3 Lacustrine Sl ow 15-24 Low
26 Xeroll'ic Canborthid--Loany, m xed,

frigid, shallow 0-3 Lacustrine Mbd. 15-24 Low
30 Typi ¢ Pel l oxerert --Mntnorillonitic,

frigid 0-3 Al [ uvi um v. Slow 20-40 Mod.
3l Xerertic Torriorthent--Fine,

nmontnorillonitic, noncal careous,

frigid 0-3 Al [ uvi um v. Slow 20-40 Mod.
41 Xerertic Canbort hid--Fine,

montmorillonitic, mesic 0-3 Al l uvium v. Slow 20-40 Mod.
43 Fl uventic Hapl aquept - - Coarse-silty,

m xed, cal careous, nesic 0-3 Al luvi um M Sl ow 60+ Mbd.
44 Xerollic Natrargid--Fine-silty,

ni xed, mesic 0-3 Lacustrine M Sl ow 60+ Mod.
50 Xeroll'ic Durorthid--Coarse-1|oany,

ni xed, mesic 0-12 Al luvium Sl ow 10- 20 Low
50a Xerollic Durorthid--Coarse-1|oany,

ni xed, mesic 0-3 Al [ uvi um Sl ow 10- 20 Low
51 Xeroll'ic Canborthid--Coarse-1|oany,

m xed, mesic 0-12 Al luvium M Rapid 60+ Mod
52 Xerollic Durorthid--Sandy, m xed,

frigid 0-12 Al [ uvi um Rapi d 20- 40 Low
53 Xerollic Durargid--Fine-Ioany,

ni xed, nesic 0-12 Lacustrine Sl ow 10-20 Low
54 Aqui ¢ Durort hid--Coarse-| oany,

ni xed, mnesic o7 Lacustrine Sl ow 5-10 Low




Soi |
Uni t

55
56
74
75
75a
S75
76
76a
S76
77
78
82
83
84
85
87

95
95a

97
Bj

Classification
Subgroup-- Fani |y

Xeroll'ic Durargid--Fine-|oany,

m xed, nesic

Xerollic Durargid--Fine,
montnorillonitic, nesic

Lithic Xerollic Camborthid—--—
Loany, mixed, frigid

Lithic Xerollic Haplargid--Loany,
m xed, frigid

Lithic Xerollic Haplargid--

Loany, mixed, frigid

Lithic Xerollic Haplargid--
Loany-skel etal, mixed, frigid
Lithic Xerollic Paleargid——
Clayey, nmontnorillonitic, frigid
Lithic Xerollic Paleargid—-
Clayey, montnorillonitic, frigid
Lithic Xerollic Paleargid-—-Clayey—
skeletal, montnorillonitic, frigid
Lithic Torrirothent--Loany,

m xed, frigid

Lithi ¢ Xeric Torriorthent—-—
Sandy-skel etal, mxed, frigid
Pachic Cryoboroll--Fine-

| oany, m xed

Argic Lithic Cryoboroll--

Loany, m xed

Lithic Cryoboroll--Loany, i xed
Lithic Cryoboroll--Loany, m xed
Lithic Xerollic Haplargid--d ayey,
m xed, frigid

(Sand dunes)

(Sand dunes, alkali)

(Rockland)

(Playas)

Typi ¢ Argixerol | --Fine-|oany,

m xed, frigid

Typi ¢ Torripsamment--M xed, frigid
Aridic Pachic Haploxeroll--Fine-
| oany, mxed, mesic

Sl ope Bedrock or Effective Avai | abl e
G adi ent Under | yi ng Perma- Root Wat er Hol di ng
(percent) Mat eri al bility Depth (in) Capacity

3-12 Al l uvi um Sl ow 10- 20 Low
3-J Al | uvi um Sl ow 10- 20 Low
3-60 Vol cani ¢ Rapi d 10- 20 Low
30-60 Vol cani ¢ Mod. 10-20 Low
3-20 Vol cani ¢ Mbd. 10- 20 Low
3-35 Vol cani ¢ Mbd. 10- 20 Low
3-20 Vol cani ¢ M Sl ow 10- 20 Low
3-12 Vol cani ¢ M. Slow 10- 20 Low
3-20 Vol cani ¢ Sl ow 10- 20 Low
3-60 Vol cani ¢ Mbd. 5-10 v. Low
7-12 Vol cani ¢ Rapi d 10- 20 v. Low
3-60 Vol cani ¢ Mbd. 20-40 Mod.
12-60 Vol cani ¢ M Sl ow 10-20 Low
3-60 Vol cani ¢ Mbd. 5-10 v. Low
3-60 Vol cani ¢ Mbd. 10-20 Low
0-20 Vol cani ¢ Sl ow 10-20 Low
0-20 Sand V. Rapid 60+ V. Low
0-20 Sand V. Rapid 60+ v. Low
3-60 Vol cani ¢ Vari . Vari . Vari .
0-3 Sed. Vari . Vari . Vari .
3-60 Vol cani ¢ M Sl ow 40-60 Mod.
0-12 Al ['uvi um Rapi d 60+ Low
0-15 Al luvium Mod. 40-60 Hi gh




Soi |
Uni t

Dg

D1
Fg

Fo
Hg
Hn

Ho

La
Lf
Lk

Lr

0z

Pl

Pt

Classification
Subgroup-~Familv

Histic Hapl aquol | -- Coarse-silty,
siliceous, noncal careous, nesic
Xeroll'ic Camborthid- - Coarse-1| oany,
m xed, frigid

Typi ¢ Cryoborol | --Fine-1oany, n xed
Haplic Xerollic Durargid--Fine-

| oany, mxed, mesic

Duri xerol l'i c Camborthid--Coarse-

| oany, mixed, frigid
Torriorthentic Hapl oxeroll--Sandy,
m xed, frigid

Andic Cryochrept-- Coarse-| oany,

m xed

Xeroll'ic Durorthid-- Coarse-| oany,
m xed, nesic

Fl uventic Haplaquoll-~Fine-

| oany, mixed, frigid

Lithic Xerollic Haplargid--C ayey,
m xed, frigid

Cumulic Haploxeroll--Fine-

| oany, mxed, mesic

Xerollic Durorthid--Coarse-silty,
m xed, nesic

Cal ci c Haploxeroll--Coarse-

| oany, mxed, mesic

Aridic Lithic Argixeroll--C ayey,
montnorillonitic, mesic

Xeroll'ic Durorthid--Sandy, m xed,
frigid

Typi ¢ Hapl aquol | - - Fi ne-1| oany,

m xed, cal careous, nesic

Lithic Argixeroll--d ayey,
montnorillonitic, frigid

Fl uventic Haplaquoll--Fine-

| oany, mixed, noncal careous, nesic
Xerol |i c Haplargid--Loamy-
skeletal, mxed, frigid

Chronmic Pel |l oxerert--Fine,
montnorillonitic, mesic

Sl ope Bedrock or Effective Avai | abl e
G adi ent Underlying  Perma- Root Water Hol di ng
(percent) Mat eri al bility Depth (in) Capacity

0-3 Al ['uvi um M Sl ow 20-40 Hi gh
0-13 Puni ce V. Rapid 60+ Low
3-60 Vol cani ¢ Sl ow 20-60 Hi gh
0-3 Al luvium Sl ow 20-40 Mod.
0-3 Al ['uvi um Mod. 20-40 Mod.
0-5 Al ['uvi um Rapi d 40-60 Low
7-60 Vol cani ¢ Rapi d 60+ Mod.
0-2 Al luvium Mod 20-40 Low
0-2 Al ['uvi um Sl ow 40-60 Hi gh
3-20 Vol cani ¢ Sl ow 10-20 Low
0-3 Al ['uvi um M Sl ow 30-60 Hi gh
0-3 Al luvium Slow 20-40 Mod.
0-2 Al ['uvi um Mod. 40-60 Hi gh
3-60 Vol cani ¢ Slow 10-20 Low
0-3 Al luvium Rapi d 10-20 Low
0-1 Al ['uvi um Sl ow 40-60 Hi gh
-8 Vol cani ¢ Sl ow 10-20 v. Low
0-2 Al luvi um M Sl ow 60+ Hi gh
3-6C Al luvium M.Slow 30-60 Low
0-3 Al ['uvi um Sl ow 60+ Hi gh




Soi | C assification
Uni t Subgr oup-- Fani |y

Sh Typic Cryorthent --Ashy over |oany,
m xed

Sk Aridic Lithic Hapl oxeroll--Loany,
m xed, mesic

Tq Pachic U tic Haploxeroll--Fine-
| oany, mxed, frigid

Tv Xerollic Durargid--Fine,
montnorillonitic, frigid

Wi Pachic U tic Argixeroll--Loany

skeletal, mxed, frigid

Sour ce: Cahoon and Simonson 1969;
Li ndsay et al. 1969;
Lovell et al. 1969.

Sl ope Bedrock or Effective Avai | abl e
G adi ent Under | yi ng Pe rma- Root Wat er Hol ding
(percent) Mat eri al bility Depth (in) Capacity
3-60 Pum ce Rapi d 30- 60 Mod.
5-25 Lacustrine Mod. 10- 20 v. Low
3-20 Vol cani ¢ Mod. 40- 60 Hi gh
3-12 Al l uvium Sl ow 10- 20 Low
7-60 Vol cani ¢ Mod. 40- 60 Mod.
M = noderatel y
V = very




Appendi x |

Soil Units Shown on Figure 2-3, Ceneral Soils

Soi | Divisions Soil Units Described Tota
on Figure 2-3 in Appendix H Acres 1/
Basin Land and Terrace 1,25,26,51,53,55,56,
Ca, Fk, Sk, Tv 404, 240
Al kali Affected 43,44,50a,54,75a,76a,
95a,Fg,Hn,Lf,Lk,Mn 95, 020
Poorly Drained 14,30,31,41,97,Cr,Ho,
La,0z,Pt 107, 960
Sandy 2,5,6,50,52,78,95,
Bk, Fo, Mh 308, 480
Ashy Dg, Sh 30, 000
Vol cani c 74,75,76,82,83,87,B]7,
Dl1,Hg,Ht ,Lr,P1,Tq,Wd 2,034,274
Very Shal | ow and $75,876,77,84,85,96,
Very Stony 99, M 515, 280
3,495,254

/1 ncl udes public, other Federal, State and private land within allotnent
boundaries in the EI'S area



Appendi x J
Erosion Condition

Data to determine soil erosion condition were taken during Phase | Watershed
Conservation and Devel opment | nventory. Each of the Phase | representative
areas were rated for the following soil surface factors: soi | novement,
surface litter, surface rock, pedestalling, flow patterns, rills and gullies.
Each factor was allotted points according to erosion conditions. The points
were then totaled and an erosion condition class assigned based on a 0 to 100
scale. The followi ng classes are used:

Erosion Condition O ass Poi nt s
St abl e 020
Sli ght 21-40
Moder at e 41-60
Critical 61- 80
Severe 81-100



Appendi x K

Range of Selected Water Quality Parameters

Tempera- Dissol ved Fecal Coli-
ture Oxygen forms Turbidity
(°F) (mg/1) (counts/100ml) pH (JTu)l/ Nunber of Sanpl es
Lost River at Harpold Dam 40- 75 6.4-11.1 45- 2400 7.7-8.5 3-63 16 (1968-1975)
Lost River at WIlson
Bri dge 43-78 3.0-12.3 60- 450 7.9-8.8 5-44 8 (1971-1975)
Lost River aMerrill
Road Bridge 32-73  o0-12.1 435 6.8-8.4 3-36 11 (1970-1975)
Honey Creek at Plush 45-52 8.1-11.5 620 7.9-9.1 3 2 (1965,1977)
Chewaucan R, 0.5 m.
above Paisley MII 34-75 8.1-10.5 60-230 2/ 7.4-8.9 1-144 7 (1965-1973)
Chewaucan R at Hwy. 31 43- 68 5.4-10.7 230 7.6-8.2 3-85 4 (1965,1977)

1/ Jackson Turbidity Units
2/ Total coliformns

Source:  ODEQ 1980. Unpublished conputer printout.



Appendi x L
Ri parian Inventory
METHODS

This riparian habitat inventory nmethod was adapted from Lee (1974). The
procedure establishes tenporary, 30-foot dianeter plots (0.016 acres) |ocated
al ong streans where the components of the riparian community show distin-
gui shabl e changes. Where the riparian area was clearly honbgenous, plots
were inventoried 1/4 to 1/3 mle apart. The conponents of the riparian
community that were considered in deternining plot l|ocations include:

(1) Density and canopy of the vegetation

(2) Species conposition, particularly trees and shrubs
(3) Understory vegetation and/ or ground cover

(4) Riparian width (differences of 50 percent or nore)
(5) ‘Stream stability, water velocity and turbidity

(6) Adj acent soil types and bank rock content

(7) Percent slope

The vertical strata and the basal cover of each plot were diagramed. Wdth,
direction of flow and percent shading of the stream in each plot was
recorded. Channel stability was neasured and rated as described by Duff and
Cooper (1976:47), using USDI Form 6671-3. The width of the riparian zone was
estimated and recorded for both sides of the creek. Veget ati on was
inventoried according to percentage of basal canopy cover for each stratum
Vertical strata were divided into four height categories (O3 feet, 3-10
feet, 10-20 feet, 20+ feet) for the tree and shrub el enents of the conponents
of the comunity. Grasses and forbs were considered to be one stratum
Thus, 10 vertical strata were estimated--4 tree, 4 shrub, 1 grass, 1 forbh.
Basal coverage for each stratum followed the Mdified Reconnai ssance Sanpling
met hod described by Pfister (1977).

A general description of each plot was recorded. The percent cover of

bareground occurring as any conbination of dirt, sand and/or rock was
esti mat ed.

Not ati on was made regarding the presence and extent of tranpling, both human
and |ivestock. The vegetation use by cattle was rated as “none”, “low',
“noderate”, or “high”-- and in sone cases “very high”. Manmal s and birds
were recorded if seen or heard, or if tracks, droppings, burrows, nests,
etc., were observed.

RATI NG SYSTEM

As with any rating system the divisions are very subjective and sonewhat
arbitrary. The 27 possible points for the seven elenents are shown in Table
L-1. Condition ratings were assigned as follows:

L-1



27 Possible Points

O 6 = Poor 13-19 = CGood
7-12 = Fair 20-27 = Excell ent
After each plot was rated as described, individual scores were tabul ated

Each creek, or clearly distinguishable riparian type along each creek was
grouped as a unit and an average riparian rating was obtained by dividing the
total score by the number of plots. An adjusted riparian rating was obtained
by multiplying the rating score by the size of the riparian type. The
resul tant scores were conbined and divided by the total area of the riparian
zone. By this adjustnent, small plots with excellent ratings were weighted
agai nst extensive areas of low ratings. The variation between the two proved
to be slight.

Stream stability ratings followed Form 6671-2 guidelines (Exanple follows
Table L-1).

L-2



Table L-1 Riparian Rating System

Percent Stream Shadi ng
O LO®#F 0 pts
11-50%= 1 pts.
51-100%= 2 pts.

Stream Stability (Form6671-3)

115+ = 0 pts.
77-114= 1 pts.
39-76 = 2 pts.
38 & below 3 pts
Tree Canopy
1) less than 3' stratum
O LO®#F 0 pts
11-50= 1 pts.

51-100%= 2 pts
2) 3-10' stratum
as 1) above

Shrub Canopy

1) less than 3" stratum
as 1) above

2) 3-10" stratum
as 1) above

3) 10-20" stratum
as 1) above

4) 20" to 10' stratum
as 1) above

5) 10-20' stratum
as 1) above

6) 20" + stratum
as 1) above

Grass/Forb Canopy
Conbi ned basal coverage of al
plants mnus that of invader species
O LO®# 0 pts.
11-50%= 1 pts.
51-100%= 2 pts

Avian Species Diversity
O 2 species' 0 pts.
3-4 species= 1 pts.
5+ species= 2 pts

Snags
0 snags present = 0 pts
| -2 snags " =1 pts
3+ " " = 2 pts
TOTAL

Tot al

possi bl e points

|~

27



Appendi x M
Criteria for Evaluating Stream Conditions

Stream fisheries habitat ratings were obtained by wal king al ong streams and
docurenting their physical and biological characteristics every one-quarter
mle. Some factors neasured and rated were channel stability, stream bank
danage, physical habitat condition, water quality and aquatic insects.
Witten observations were supported with color photos. Each one-quarter nile
section was given an overall rating, based on measurements and observations.

Habit at

Quality Definition

Poor - Natural stream habitat drastically altered; very little or no
present trout production.

Fair - Stream substantially altered from natural conditions due to past
or present act ivit ies, habitat either partially recovered or
still decreasing in trend; sone trout production but popul ation
is far bel ow potent ial for streans.

Good - Stream only slightly altered from natural conditions, very
limted habitat changes or alnost conplete recovery; satisfactory
trout population for stream

Excel lent - Stream habitat virtually unchanged from natural conditions or is

hi ghly productive for aquatic life; trout production at potential
for stream

M|



Appendi x N Interindustry Models

Interindustry models for Lake and Klamath Counties devel oped by the Forest
Service Region 6 for the year 1977 were used to estimate the contribution of
the livestock industry to the local econony and to estimate the effects of
changes in econonmic activities. Summary information for these two nobdels is
shown in Tables N-I and N2

An interindustry (or input-output) nodel is a sumary of all the transactions
occurring in an area during a one-year period, showing for each industry or
econom ¢ sector the amount of its purchases from each industry (inputs) and
the amount of its sales to each industry (outputs). This information
represents the interindustry relationships in the area, and pernits the
estimation of how a change in one industry would affect other industries and
the econony as a whol e

When a specific change occurs in the econmomy, such as an increase in cattle
sales due to increased forage availability, the cattle industry purchases
more fromits suppliers, ranch fanmlies spend more, and so on. Recipients of
these purchases increase their purchases. The end result of this process is
i ncreased i ncone and enpl oynent throughout the econony. Its neasure is
called a Type Il nultiplier. It relates the total change in incone or
empl oyment to the original change in final denmand (e.g., cattle sales)

Type |l nultipliers derived fromthe nodels for use in the statenent are
shown in Table N3

N-|



Table NI Summary Measures, Lake County Interindustry Mdel, 1977
Fi nal Total Gross Per sonal
Demand out put | ncome Labor
Sect or ($1000) ($1000) ($1000) (Jobs)

Agricul ture 10,989.253  20,074.998 4,123.003 806. 011
Agriculture Service, Forest .051 1,808.000 635. 006 23.992

Fi sh
Construction 277.779 317.000 284.999 58. 001
Lunber and Wod Products 30,020.293  44,782.996 6,615.792 386. 029
Printing and Publishing 203. 108 283. 000 171. 000 13.001
Transportation, Conmunica- 3,210.026 5,319.000 916. 996 62, 020

tion and Wilities
Wol esal e Trade 106. 739 553. 000 497. 999 56. 998
Auto Dealers and Gas Stations 1,774.453 2,072.000 971. 996 67.008
Eating and Drinking 688. 341 722.000 636. 999 119. 996

Est abl i shment s
O her Retail Trade 4,477.447 4,592,000 1,545.989 123.934
Fi nance, Insurance and Real 1,201.142 3,847,000 559. 008 51,011

Estate
Lodgi ng 68. 227 117. 000 105. 000 91.999
Ot her Services 1,251,256 1,826.000 1,580.001 156. 999
Private Sectors Total 54,268.112 86,313.984 18,643.785 2,017.051
Governnment and M scel | aneous 11,011.000 9,910.000 891. 000
Tot al 54,268.112 97,324.984 28,553,785 2,908.051
Source: U S. Departnent of Agriculture, Forest Service Region 6, RARE Il

Studies, 1977 County Input-Output Mdels, 1980

N-2



Table N2 Sunmmary Measures,

Sect or

Agricul ture
Agriculture Service, Forest,
Fi sh
Construction
Nondur abl e Goods M g.
Lumber and Wbod Products
Printing and Publishing
Durabl e Goods Manufacturing
Transportation, Conmmunica-
tions and Wilities
Whol esal e Trade
Auto Dealers and Gas Stations
Eating and Drinking Estab-
| i shnents
O her Retail Trade
Fi nance, Insurance and
Real Estate
Lodgi ng
O her Services

Private Sectors Total
Governnent and M scel | aneous

Tot al

Source: U S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service Region 6,

Klamath County Interindustry Mdel, 1977
Fi nal Total G oss Per sonal

Demand out put | ncone Labor

($1000) ($1000) ($1000) (Jobs)
46,845,703 68,501.992 10,476.010 2,124,932
.126 9,767.999 1,219.046 142. 027
17,650.623 20,354.999 13,867.046 679. 043
5,969.150 9,453.999 2,134.996 162. 987
222,535.701 320,327.957 77,362.404 4,497,404
281. 506 2,754.000 1,187.001 90. 001
5,306.858 9,457.999 5,755.003 375. 010
47,521.793 76,972,994 26,481.019 1,424,770
7,519.609  21,761.998 10,724.095 833. 920
11,229.336 14,299.999 7,138.988 611. 039
4,623,023 4,981.000 4,483.000 997.993
30,456.598 31,673.999 19,744,937 1,955.869
16,375.639 41,426.997 8,118.863 664. 903
3,052.837 3,722.000 2,414,015 465. 994
24,008.434 54,271.997 31,165.151 2,506.824
443,377.012 689,729.875 222,271.566 17,532,715
53.721.000  47,969.000 4,535.000
443,377.012 743,450.875 270,240.566 22,067.715

RARE 11

Studies, 1977 County Input-Qutput Mdels, 1980

N-3



Table N3 Type 2 Multipliers .1_/, 1977 Interindustry Mdels
Lake and Kl amath Counties

(Ratios of respective ambunts to final denand)

Gross Sal es Personal | ncone Jobs
(per dollar) (per dollar) (per $1,000)
LAKE COUNTY

G azi ng 2.3254 .5577 .0925
Hunting_ 2/ 1. 5573 .7538 .1014
Fi shing 3/ 2.0310 1. 0109 2122
O her Recreationr ,[i/ 1. 6369 .7542 .1188
Construction 5/ 2. 1401 1.3253 .2290

LLAMATH COUNTY

Grazing 2.1694 .5231 .0693
Construction 1. 9397 1. 09407 .0670

1/ Change in private gross sales, income or jobs per unit change in final
demand (local expenditure from an outside source). Represents the total
effect on the local econony produced by an initial expenditure as well as
the purchases of the initial recipient and the re-spending of others
i ncl udi ng househol ds throughout the |ocal econony. Excludes any effect on
the government sector. See text.

2/ Based on expenditure pattern for big game hunting in 1975 National Survey
of Hunting, Fishing and WIldlife Associated Recreation (prepared for U.S.
FWE) .

3/ Based on expenditure pattern for cold water fishing in 1975 Nati onal
Survey of Hunting, Fishing and Wldlife Related Recreation.

4/ Based on expenditure pattern for day use in 1975 State Park Visitor
Survey:  Survey Report of Oregon Departnent of Transportation, Parks and
Recreation Branch.

5/ Construction industry multipliers for Lake County were not used because
they appeared unreasonably high. Miltipliers for K amath County were used
to estimate construction inpacts on the |ocal econony.

Derived from interindustry nodels for Lake and Klamath Counti es.

Source: U S. Dept. of Agriculture, Forest Service Region 6, RARE 11
St udi es, 1980.

N-4



Appendi x 0
Ranch Budgets : Linear Programmng Process

From data gathered in a random sample of ranchers using public forage in Lake
and Harney Counties, the Economcs and Statistics Service of the Departnment
of Agriculture (Gee 1981) constructed representative budgets for cattle-calf
operations based on typical feed-buying patterns, public forage use, pasture
and hay |and use, use of supplenental protein, fuel, hired |abor and other
factors of product ion. The value of sales was based on average price in each
sal es category for the 1977-79 period. Items of costs were valued in the
best judgment of the analysts using |ocal data where avail abl e. The data
were used to construct a sinulated profit maxim zation operation terned a
i near progranm ng nodel. For a description of I|inear programmng, see
WIliam J. Baunol, Economic Theory and Operations Analysis, 1972

The nodel optinizes the return above cash cost for the rancher taking into
account the physical linmt at ions of the operation and price constraints. The
nmodel incorporates the influence of seasonal variations in public forage and
capacity limtations such as feed or rangeland availability.

Table O through O 4 show the ranch budgets devel oped for each herd size
class. Tables O5 through O-8 show the results of the analysis

The average return above cash costs per AUM for Lake and Harney County

ranchers was used to calculate return above cash costs for Klamath County
ranches in each herd size class

o1



Table Ol Ranch O-99 Head

: Aver age Price Tot al
Item Uni t Nurber weight [ cut Value
Sal es:
Steer cal ves Head 11 455 $ 69.15 $ 3, 461
Hei fer cal ves Head 6 432 56. 25 1,458
Yearling steers Head 14 675 64. 63 6,108
Yearling heifers Head 11 610 55. 17 3,702
Cul'l cows Head 6 974 35.00 2,045
Tot al $ 16,774
Tot al / cow $ 266. 25
Tot al Val ue/
Cash costs: Val ue cow
BLM grazing fee $ 225 $ 3.57
Forest grazing fee T T
Private range |ease/rent - -
State |ease - -
Hay (produce) 1,628 25. 84
Hay (purchase) - o
Protein suppl emrent 816 12. 95
Irrigated pasture 209 3.32
Salt and ni neral 128 2.03
Concentrate feeds o -
Veterinary and nedicine 307 4. 87
H red trucking 248 3.94
Mar ket i ng 222 3.52
Fuel and |ubricants 563 8. 94
Repairs 339 5.38
Taxes 399 6. 33
| nsur ance 382 6. 06
Interest on operating
capital 335 5.32
CGeneral farm overhead 648 10. 29
Gt her cash costs — -
Hired | abor 116 1.84
Total cash costs $ 6,565 $104. 21
O her Costs:
Fam |y |abor $ 2,262 $ 35.90
Depreci ation 1,891 30. 02
[ nterest on investnent
G her than |and 5, 304 84.19
I nterest on |and 14, 648 232.51
Tot al other costs $24, 105 $382. 62
Total all costs $30, 670 $486. 83
Return above cash costs $10, 209 $162. 05
Return above cash costs and
fam |y |abor 7,947 126. 14
Return to total investnent 6, 056 96. 13
Return to land 752 11.94
Production Assunptions: Herd size 63 cows, 21 cows per bull; replacement rate 12%

cow loss 3% calving rate 83% calf loss birth to weaning 5% 43% of steers sold as
cal ves; 36% of heifers sold as cal ves.



Table O-2 Ranch Budget, 100-399 Head

. Average Price Tot al
Item Unit Number weight Oyt Value
al es:
St eer cal ves Head 12 440 $ 69.15 $ 3,651
Hei fer calves Head 35 383 56. 25 . 7,540
Yearling steers Head 71 856 64. 63 39, 280
Yearling heifers Head 20 738 55. 17 8, 143
Cull cows Head 22 1,025 35.00 7,893
Tot al $ 66, 507
Tot al / cow $ 318.22
Tot al Val ue/
:ash costs: Val ue cow
BLM grazing fee s 569 $ 2.72
Forest grazing fee 1,573 7.53
Private range |easel/rent 3,435 16. 44
State |ease - o
Hay (pr oduce) 7,270 34.78
Hay (purchase) T o
Protein suppl ement 1,484 7.10
Irrigated pasture 550 2.63
Salt and mi neral 502 2. 40
Concentrate feeds 570 2,73
Veterinary and nedicine 1,099 5.26
Hired trucking 1,250 5.98
Mar ket i ng 857 4.10
Fuel and lubricants 2,341 11. 20
Repairs 2,610 12. 49
Taxes 677 3.24
| nsur ance 1, 480 7.08
Interest on operating
capital 2,033 9.73
General farm overhead 1, 450 6. 94
G her cash costs 2,082 9.96
H red | abor 8, 389 40. 14
Total cash costs $ 40, 221 $ 192.44
ther Costs:
Fam |y |abor $ 6,074 $ 29.06
Depreci ation 4,807 23.00
[nterest on investnent
Gt her than |and 16, 680 79.81
Interest on |and 42,761 204. 60
. Total other costs $ 70, 322 $ 336. 47
otal all costs $110, 543 $ 528.91
Return above cash costs $ 26, 286 $ 125.77
Return above cash costs and
fam ly | abor 20, 212 96.71
Return to total investnment 15, 405 73.71
Return to |and 1,275 6.10
Production Assunptions: Herd size 209 cows; 22 cows per bull: 14%repl acenent rate

cow loss 3% calving rate 86% calf loss birth to weaning 7% 14% of steers sold as
calves; 64% of heifers sold as cal ves.



Table O3 Ranch Budget,

400- 999 Head

: Aver age Price Tot al
ltem Uni t Nurber weight Crat Value
Sal es:
Steer cal ves Head 39 455 $ 69.15 $ 12,271
Hei fer calves Head 35 425 56. 25 8, 367
Yearling steers Head 193 780 62.20 93, 636
Yearling heifers Head 122 658 55. 17 44,288
Cull cows Head 63 992 35.00 21,874
Tot al $ 180, 436
Tot al / cow $ 314.90
Tot al Val ue/
Cash costs: val ue cow
BLM grazing fee $ 2,085 $ 3.65
Forest grazing fee 1,726 3.01
Private range |ease/rent 6,419 11.20
State |ease 321 .56
Hay (produce) 16, 600 28.97
Hay (purchase) o o=
Protein suppl enent 8, 056 14.06
Irrigated pasture 2,504 4., 37
Salt and ni neral 1,232 2.15
Concentrate feeds - -
Veterinary and nedicine 1, 885 3.29
H red trucking 3,152 5.50
Mar ket i ng 779 1. 36
Fuel and lubricants 7,329 12.79
Repairs 7,713 13.46
Taxes 3,232 5. 64
| nsur ance 5,472 9.55
Interest on operating
capital 4,743 8. 28
General farm overhead 3, 341 5.83
G her cash costs 1,381 2.41
H red | abor 16, 216 28. 30
Total cash costs $ 94,186 $164. 37
G her Costs:
Fam |y |abor $ 18,000 $ 31.41
Depreci ation 10, 280 17. 94
[ nterest on investnent
G her than |and 43,139 75.29
I nterest on |and 165, 964 289. 64
___Total other costs . . . 5737383 . _..... $ 414. 28
Total all costs $ 331,569 $ 578. 65
Return above cash costs $ 86, 250 $ 150.52
Return above cash costs and
famly |abor 68, 250 119. 11
Return to total investnent 57,970 101. 17
Return to land 14. 831 25 88
Production Assunptions: Herd size 573 cows; 21 cows per bull; 13% repl acenent rate;

cow loss 2% calving rate 87% calf
22% hei fers sold as cal ves.

cal ves;

loss birth to weaning 7%

17% steers sold as



Table O 4 Ranch Budget, 1,000 Head and Over

ltem Uni t Nunber Aver age Price Tot al
welght Cwt \Val ue
al es:
St eer cal ves Head 507 448 $ 69.15 $ 157, 065
Hei fer calves Head 141 422 56. 25 33, 470
Yearling steers Head 468 745 64. 63 225,339
Yearling heifers Head 424 666 55.17 155, 791
Cull cows Head 358 946 35.00 118, 534
Tot al $ 690, 199
Tot al / cow $ 269. 40
Tot al Val ue/
ash costs: Val ue cow
BLM grazing fee $ 12,884 $ 5.03
Forest grazing fee 1,762 .69
Private range |ease/rent 28, 282 11.04
State | ease o o
Hay (produce) 78,163 30.51
Hay (purchase) - o
Protein suppl enent 38,148 14. 89
Irrigated pasture 10, 271 4.01
Salt and nineral 5,124 2.00
Concentrate feeds 5, 739 2.24
Veterinary and nedicine 8, 890 3.47
H red trucking 8, 557 3.34
Mar ket i ng 4,868 1.90
Fuel and |ubricants 12,016 4. 69
Repairs 25, 056 9.78
Taxes 8, 275 3.23
| nsur ance 5, 047 1.97
Interest on operating
capital 17, 050 6. 65
CGeneral farm overhead 10, 043 3.92
Gt her cash costs 9, 633 3.76
Hired | abor 45, 552 17.78
Total cash costs $ 335,360 $ 7130.90
ther Costs:
Family | abor $ 16,089 $ 6.28
Depreci ation 46, 604 18.19
[nterest on investnent
Gt her than | and 197, 851 77.23
Interest on |and 428, 879 167. 40
Total other costs $ 689, 423 § 269.10
stal all costs $1,024,783 $ 399.99
Return above cash costs $ 354, 839 $ 138.50
Return above cash costs and
famly |abor 338, 750 132. 22
Return to total investnent 292,146 114. 03
Return to |l and 94, 295 36. 81
Production Assunptions: Herd size 2,562 cows; 19 cows/bull; 16% repl acenent rate; cow

loss 2% calving rate 81l%calf loss birth to weaning 6% 52% steers sold as cal ves; 25% of
heifers sold as cal ves.



Table O-5 Ranch Budget Results,

099 Head 1/

1979 Al ternative Alternative Al ternative Alternative El i m nate Proposed
I'tem Permitted #3 #3 #4 #5 BLM Action
Use Short run Long run Short run Short run G azing Long run
(Dol ars)
G 0ss i ncome 16, 816 18,518 21, 208 18, 213 17,891 14,548 18, 593
Total cash costs 6, 588 6,970 7,575 6, 902 6, 829 6,077 6, 987
Val ue of fanily |abor 2,268 2,498 2,860 2,457 2,413 1,962 2,508
Depr eci at i on 1,891 1,921 1,968 1,916 1,910 1,852 1,922
I nterest on investnent
other than |and 5,314 5,728 6, 381 5, 654 5,576 4,764 5, 746
Return above
cash costs 10, 228 11, 548 13, 633 11, 311 11, 062 8,471 11, 606
Keturn above cash costs
and fanmly Iabor 7,960 9, 050 10,773 8, 854 8,649 6, 509 9,098
Return to total
i nvest ment 6, 069 7,129 8, 805 6, 938 6, 739 4, 657 7,176
Return to |and 755 1,401 2,424 1,284 1,163 -107 1,430
(Head)
Herd size 63. 16 69.55 79.66 68. 41 67.20 54. 64 69. 83
. (Hour s)
Fam |y Labor 605 666 763 655 643 523 669
H red Labor 31 34 39 34 33 27 34
1/ Several of the alternatives yielded AUMs practically identical with other alternatives analysed; therefore, the

duplicates were not run.

(Short run).

Specifally, the Proposed Action (Short run) summary is the sane as Alternative #3

Alternative #4 (Long run) summary is the sane as the Proposed Action (Long run) summary.
Alternative #5 Long Termis the same as Alternative #4 Short Term




Table O-6 Ranch Budget Results, 100-399 Head 1/

1979 Proposed Pr oposed Al ternative Al ternative
[tem Permtted Action Action #3 #4
Use Short run Long run Long run Short run
(Dol I ars)

Gross incone 66, 535 69, 131 70, 397 74,740 68, 613
Total cash costs 40, 301 41, 328 41, 829 42, 147 41,124
Val ue of famly |abor 6,076 6, 313 6, 429 6, 826 6, 266
Depreci ati on 4,808 4,848 4, 867 4,934 4,840
Interest on investnent

other than |and 16, 687 17, 219 17, 479 18, 370 17, 113
Return above

cash costs 26,234 27,803 28,568 32,593 27,489

Returp abgve cfa%h costs

and famly 1| abor 20, 158 21, 490 22,139 25, 767 21, 223
Ret Hi Bst fedt @ 15, 350 16, 642 17, 272 20, 833 16, 383
Return to land -1, 337 -577 -207 2,463 -730

Head

Herd size 209. 09 217. 25 ( ) 221.23 234. 88 215. 63
Fanily Labor 1,620 1,683 (Hours) 1,714 1,820 1,671
Hi red Labor 2,238 2,325 2,368 2,514 2,308

1/ "One of the alternatives yi el ded AUMs practically identical with another alternative analvsed; therefore, the
duplicate was not run. Specifically, Alternative #3 (Short run) sunmary is the sane as the Proposed Action
(Short run) summary.




Table O 6 (continued)

Al ternative Al ternative Al ternative Elimnate
[tem #4 #5 5 BLM
Long run Short run Long run G azi ng
(Dol I ars)

Gross incone 69, 617 67, 838 69, 065 60, 076
Total cash costs 41,521 40, 817 41, 302 37,745
Val ue of family Iabor 6, 358 6,195 6, 307 5, 486
Depr eci ation 4, 855 4,828 4, 847 4,708
I nterest on investnent

other than |and 17, 319 , 16,954 17, 206 15, 362
Return above

cash costs 28, 096 27,021 27,763 22,331
Return above cash costs

and fanmily |abor 21,738 20, 826 21, 456 16, 845
Retul et Qefot @ 16, 883 15, 998 16, 609 12, 137
Return to |and -436 - 956 -597 -3,225
. Head
Herd size 218.78 213.19 ( ) 217.05 188. 80
Fam |y Labor (Hours)
1, 695 1, 652 1,682 1,463

Hred Labor 2,342 2,282 2,323 2,021




Table O 7 Ranch Budget

Results, 400-999 Head

1979 Pr oposed Pr oposed Alternative Alternative
Item Permtted Acti on Action #3 #3
Use Short run Long run Short run Long run
(Dol | ars)
G oss income 180, 569 180, 863 190, 026 180, 980 202, 887
Total cash costs 94, 282 94, 381 97, 447 94, 420 101, 751
Va| ue Of fam | y | abor 18, 011 18, 040 18, 955 18, 052 20, 237
[kpr eci at i on 10, 282 10, 286 10, 422 10, 288 10, 612
Interest on investnent
Return above
cash costs 86, 287 86, 482 92,579 86, 560 101, 136
Return above cast costs
and tamily | abor 68, 276 68, 442 73, 624 68, 508 80, 899
Return to total
inveq tnent 57,994 58, 156 63, 202 58, 220 70, 287
Return to |and 14, 828 14, 929 18, 076 14, 968 22,495
Herd size 573. 42 574. 36 (Head) 603. 45 574.73 644. 30
; Hour s
Fam |y Labor 4, 803 4,811 ( ) 5, 055 4, 814 5,397
Hred Labor 4,328 4,335 4,554 4,337 4,863
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Table O-8 (co

ntinued)

Al ternative Al ternative Al ternative Al ternative Eli mnate
[tem x4 #4 #5 #5 BLM
Short run Long run Short run Long run G azing
(Dol I ars)

G oss incone 664, 138 699, 802 677, 865 726, 740 585, 262
Total cash costs 328, 224 338, 452 332,161 346, 175 305, 606
Value of famly |abor 15, 482 16, 313 15, 802 16, 941 13, 643
Depreci ation 46, 047 46, 808 46, 340 47, 383 44, 364
| nterest on investnent

other than |and 191, 370 200, 255 194, 790 206, 967 171, 718
Return above

cash costs 335,914 361, 350 345, 704 380, 565 279, 656
Return above cash costs

and family |abor 320, 432 345, 037 329, 902 363, 624 266,013
Return to total

i nvest ment 274, 385 298, 229 283, 562 316, 241 221, 649
Return to | and 83, 015 97,974 88,772 109, 274 49, 931
Herd size 2,465.25 2,597.64 (Head)

2,516.21 2,697.63 2,172.47
. Hour s

Fam |y Labor 4,129 4,351 ( ) 4,215 4,519 3, 639
Hred Labor 11, 685 12,313 11, 927 12,787 10, 298




Appendi x P
Sedinent Yield from Construction of Range |nprovenents

In estimating sediment yield fromconstruction activities, average val ues as
woul d be found in the EIS area were assumed for all colums on Form 7310-16
for the present situation, which cane to an existing sedinent yield of 0.6
ac-ft/mi“/yr. It was further assuned that only the ground cover and |and
use colums woul d change due to removal of ground cover during construction

Val ues of 10 were assunmed for these two columms from construction of:

fences, springs, wel | s, pi pelines, guzzl ers, reservoirs, wat er hol es,
seedi ng/ burn, brush  control/burn; values of 8 were predicted for:
seedi ng/ chain, brush control/chain, juniper control; values of 8 for land use
and 5 for ground cover were assumed for seeding/spray. No change was

predicted for brush control/spray since the soil surface would not be
di sturbed and the dead vegetation would be left on the ground. Usi ng t hese
assunptions, the short term sedinent yield for the EIS area increases by 1.24
percent under the proposed action, 4.42 percent under Alternative 3, .98 per-
cent under Alternative 4 and 1.87 percent under Alternative 5. No range
i mprovenents would be constructed under Alternatives 1 and 2.
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GLOSSARY
Acre-foot = The volume of water that will cover 1 acre to a depth of 1 foot.

Active Preference — That portion of the total grazing preference for which
grazing use may be authori zed.

Actual Use - See Permitted Use.

Allotment - An area of |and where one or nore operators graze their |ive-
stock. Generally consists of public land but may include parcels of
private or state lands. The nunber of livestock and season of use are
stipulated for each allotnent. An allotnent may consist of one or
several pastures.

Al l ot ment Managenment Plan (AMP) - An intensive |ivestock grazing managenent
plan dealing with a specific unit of rangeland, based on multiple use
resource managenent objectives. The AWP considers livestock grazing in
relation to the renewable resources -- watershed, vegetation and
wildlife. An AWP establishes the season of use, the nunber of |ivestock
to be permitted on the range and the range inprovenents needed.

Alluvial - Pertaining to material that is transported and deposited by
runni ng water.

Animal Unit Month (AUM - The anpunt of forage required to sustain the equiv-
alent of one cow with one calf, or their equivalent for one nonth.

Annual Vegetative Gowh - The amount of forage or herbage produced during
one grow ng season.

Archeoloic Resources - Al physical evidence of past human activity, other
than historical docunments, which can be used to reconstruct lifeways and
cultural history of past peoples. These include sites, artifacts,
environmental data and all other relevant information.

Area of Critical Environnmental Concern (ACEC) - An area within the public

| ands where special nanagenment attention is required (when such areas
are devel oped or used, or where no devel opnent is required) to protect
and prevent irreparable damage to inmportant historic, cultural, or
scenic values, fish and wildlife resources or other natural systens or
processes, or to protect |life and safety from natural hazards (FLPMVA
Sec. 103(a)).

Authorized Use - The total nunber of AUMs authorized for grazing each year.

Background - That area from 3-5 miles to 15 nmiles from the viewer.

Gl



Browse - That part of leaf and twig growth of shrubs, woody vines and trees
avai l able for aninmal consunption.

Carrying Capacity - The maxi mum nunber of aninals an area can sustain w thout
i nduci ng damage to vegetation or related resourses, such as watershed.

Concentration Area — An area where factors such as terrain, water,
vegetation, fences or managenent practices result in livestock
congregation. Generally, these areas are grazed nore heavily than
surroundi ng areas.

Contrast Rating — A method of deternmining the extent of visual inpact for an
existing or proposed activity that will nodify any |andscape feature.

Critical Gowng Period - The portion of a plant's growi ng season, generally
between flowering and seed dissem nation, when food reserves are being
stored and seeds produced. Gazing after the start of this date is
detrimental due to inadequate moisture for supporting further plant
growth later in the season.

Crucial Habitat - A relatively small part of an animal's range or habitat
whi ch isessential for the animal's existence because it contains
special qualities or features (e.g., water holes, wnter food and cover,
nesting trees, strutting ground, upland meadow).

Cultural Resources - A term that includes resources of paleontologic, archeo-

logic or historic significance which are fragile, linmted, and non-
renewabl e portions of the human environment.

Direct Income - Earnings from production of workers in a specified industry.
See Indirect Incone.

Di ssolved Oxygen Saturation - The anount of gaseous oxygen (0) dissolved in a
liquid - usually water.

Di stance Zones - The area that can be seen as foreground, m ddleground,
background or sel dom seen.

Ecologically Significant Areas - Areas identified as having unique elenents
or conponents of natural diversity related to plant comunities, aquatic
types, special plant and aninmal species and/or outstanding natural
features. These areas mmy possess scientific, educational, cultural
and/ or recreational benefits.
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Erosion - Detachment and novement of soil or rock fragments by water, wi nd,
ice or gravity.

Exclosure -~ An area fenced to exc lude livestock and wild horses.

Fecal Coliform- A group of bacteria used as an indicator of sanitary quality
in water.

Forage Product ion - The amount of forage that is produced within a designated
period of tinme on a given area (expressed in AUMs or pounds per acre.>
This is the proport ion of total annual vegetation product ion which is
pal atable to |ivestock.

Forb - Any non grasslike herbaceous plant.

Foreground - That area fromO mles to 0.5-1 niles.

Gazing Preference - See Total Preference.

G oundwat er - Subsurface water that is in the zone of saturation.

Qully - A channel, usually with steep sides, through which water conmonly
flows during and inmediately after rains or snow nelt.

Habitat Diversity - The relative degree or abundance of plant species,
comunities, habitats or habitat features (e.g. topography, canopy
| ayers) per unit of area.

Herb - A seed-producing plant that does not devel op persistent woody tissue.
Herbage - Herbaceous plant growth, especially fleshy, edible plants.
Her baceous Plants = Plants having little or no woody tissue.

I ndirect Income - Earnings or personal inconme to workers outside a specified
industry generated by production in that industry. For exanple,
personal income to those outside the |ivestock industry generated by the

busi ness and personal expenditures of the livestock industry as well as
successive rounds of expenditures which may result in the community.
Indirect incone as defined here includes induced incone.

Infiltration = The gradual downward flow of water from the surface through
soil to groundwater.

Intermttent Stream- A stream or portion of a streamthat flows only in
direct response to precipitation. It receives little or no water from
springs and no |ong-continued supply from nelting snow or other sources.
It is dry for a large part of the year, ordinarily more than 3 nonths.
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Key Species - A plant that is a relatively or potentially abundant species.
It should be able to endure noderately close grazing and serve as an
i ndi cator of changes occurring in the vegetational conplex. The key
species is an inportant vegetative conponent that, if overused, will
have a significant effect on watershed conditions, grazing capacity, or
other resource values. Mre than one key species may be selected on an
allotment. For exanple, a species may be inportant for watershed
protection and a different species may be inportant for |ivestock forage
or wildlife forage, etc.

Linmting Factor - A conponent of the environnent which regul ates ani mal
popul ations (e.g., food, water, cover).

Litter — A surface layer of |oose, organic debris, consisting of freshly
fallen or slightly deconposed organic materials.

Li vestock Forage Production - see Forage Production.

Managenent Framework Plan (MFP) - Land use plan for public |ands which
provides a set of goals, objectives and constraints for a
specific planning area to guide the devel opment of detailed plans for
t he managerment of each resource.

M ddl eground - That area between the foreground and 3 to 5 mles from the
Vi ewer .

National Natural Landmark - Areas of national significance designated by the
Secretary of Interior which contain outstanding representative
exanpl e(s) of the nation's natural heritage, including terrestrial
conmuni ties, aquatic comunities, |andforms, geological features,
habitats of native plant and animal species, or fossil evidence.

National Register of Historic Places - Established by the Hstoric Preserva-
tion Act of 1966, the Register is a listing maintained by the Heritage
Conservation and Recreation Service of architectural, historical,
archeologic and cultural sites of local, state or national
significance.

Pal eontol ogy - A science dealing with the life of past geological periods as
known from fossil remnains.

Pasture - A fenced subdivision of a grazing allotment capable of being grazed
by livestock independently fromthe rest of the allotnent.

Perennial Stream - A stream or portion of a streamthat flows year long. It

receives water from precipitation, springs, nelting snow and/or
groundwat er .
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Permits/Leases -~ Under Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act, a permit is a
docunent authorizing use of the public lands within grazing districts
for the purpose of grazing |ivestock. Under Section 15 of the Taylor
and Grazing Act, a lease is a docunent authorizing livestock grazing use
of public lands outside grazing districts

Permtted Use - See Authorized Use

pH - The negative logarithm of the hydrogen ion concentration. A |ow pH
indicates an acid, and a high pH indicates an al kaline substance. A pH
of 7.0 is considered neutral

Pl anni ng Area Anal ysis (PAA) - A planning docunent which anal yzes the
relationship of social and econonic data to the physical and biologica
data presented in a Unit Resource Analysis (URA)

Pl ant Conposition - The proportions of various plant species annua
production in relation to the total annual production of all plants on a
given area.

Plant Maturity = That point in the growing season when an individual plant
speci es has set seed, stored food reserves and gone into the dormant
stage. This time is different for various species

Pl ant Vigor - See Vigor

Preference - See Total Preference and Active Preference

Proprietor - One who owns and operates their own business; one engaged in
economi ¢ activity on their own account and not as an enployee. Farm or
ranch proprietor need not own the land used

Public Land - Formal nane for lands admnistered by the Bureau of Land
Managenent .

Range Condition - As it is used in this document, range condition defines the
relative condition of the forage stand and the site-soil mantle. The
maj or factors considered in the determnation of condition were plant

conposition, protective cover and the present rate of erosion

Range |nprovenent - A structure, action or practice that increases forage
production, inproves watershed and range condition or facilitates
managenent of the range or the livestock grazing on it

Range Trend - A neasure of the direction of change in range condition
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Research Natural Areas - Areas established and naintained for research and
education. The general public may be excluded or restricted where
necessary to protect studies or preserve research natural areas. Lands
may have: (1) Typical or unusual faunistic or floristic types,
associ ations, or other biotic phenomena, or (2) Characteristic or
out standi ng geol ogic, pedologic or aquatic features or processes.

Resi dual Ground Cover - That portion of the total vegetative ground cover
that remains after the livestock grazing season.

Rest - As used in this statement, refers to defernent of grazing on a range
area (pasture) to allow plants to replenish their food reserves.

Rill = Asmll, intermttent water course with steep sides, usually only a
few inches deep.

Ri parian - Related to wet areas associated with streams, springs, seeps, and
meadows.

Runoff - That portion of the precipitation on a drainage area that is dis-
charged from the area in stream channels, including both surface and
subsurface flow

Soi|l Surface Factor - A rating of erosion condition based on a scale of 0 to
100.  See Appendix J for nethodol ogy.

State Historic Preservation Ofice (SHPO - The official within each State,
authorized by the State at the request of the Secretary of the Interior,

to act as a liaison for purposes of inplenmenting the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966.

Thermal Cover - Vegetation or topography that prevents radiational heat |oss,
reduces wind chill during cold weather, and intercepts solar radiation
during warm weat her.

Total Preference — The total number of animal unit nonths of |ivestock
grazing on public lands, apportioned and attached to base property owned
or controlled by a permittee or lessee. The active preference and
suspended preference are conbined to make up the total grazing
pref erence.

Turbidity - The cloudy condition caused by suspended solids in a liquid.

Unal |l otted Lands - Public lands which currently have no authorized |ivestock
grazing.
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Unit Resource Analysis - A BLM planning docunment which contains a conprehen-
sive inventory and analysis of the physical resources and an analysis of
their potential for devel opment, within a specified geographic area

Upl and - All rangelands other than riparian or wetland areas

Useable Forage Production - The maxinum stocking rate that with a particul ar
kind of livestock and grazing systemwll naintain a static or upward
trend in ecosite condition. This incorporates such things as the
suitability of the range to grazing as well as the proper use which can
be nade on the plants within the area. Normally expressed in terns of
acres per aninmal unit month (ac/AUM or sometimes referred to as the
total AUVS that are available in any given area, such as an allotnment
Areas that are unsuitable for livestock use are not considered to be
part of the useable forage production

Uilization - The proportion of the current year's forage production that is
consuned or destroyed by grazing aninmals. This may refer either to a
single species or to the whole vegetative conplex. Uilization is
expressed as a percent by weight, height or nunbers within reach of the
grazing animals. Four levels of utilization are used in this document
light (21-40%), noderate (41-60%), heavy (61-80%), and severe (81-100%).

Vegetation Allocation - In reference to forage, the distribution of the
avai |l able forage production to the various resource needs such as
wildlife, livestock, wild horses and nonconsunptive use

Vegetation Manipulation - As used in this statement, refers to seeding, brush
control and juniper control range inprovenents

Vegetation Type - A grouping of plant conmmunities which have simlar dom nant
pl ant speci es.

Vegetative Gound Cover - The percent of the land surface covered by al
living and undeconposed remmants of vegetation within 20 feet of the
ground.

Vigor - The relative well-being and health of a plant as reflected by its
ability to manufacture sufficient food for growth, naintenance and

reproducti on.

Visual Contrast - The effect of a striking difference in the form line
color or texture of the landscape features in the area being viewed

Visual Resource - The land, water, vegetation, aninmals and other features
that are visible on all public |ands
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Visual Resource Management (VRM) Classes - The degree of alteration that is
acceptable within the characteristic landscape. It is based upon the
physi cal and sociol ogical characteristics of any given homgenous area.

Water Yield - The amount of water discharged in streans.
Wetland - Related to wet areas associated with |akes, reservoirs and narshes.

W | derness Inventory - An evaluation of the public lands in the formof a
written description and map showing those lands that neet the wilderness
criteria as established under Section 603(a) of FLPMA and Section 2(c)
of the W/Iderness Act.

W derness Review - The term used to cover the entire wilderness inventory,
study, and reporting phases of the wilderness program of the Bureau.

W derness Study Area - A roadless area or island that has been inventoried
and found to have wilderness characteristics as described in Section
603 of the Federal Land Policy and Minagement Act of 1976 and Section
2(c) of the WIlderness Act of 1964.

Work Year - One person working the full-time equivalent of one year.
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